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House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation, 
Subcommittee  on  Public  Buildings  and  Grounds, 

Washington,  DC. 
The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  notice,  at  8:30  a.m.  in  room 
2253,  Rayburn  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  James  Traficant  (chair- 
man of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 
Mr.  Traficant.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 
We're  going  to  deviate  from  our  normal  rounds  of  business  and 
move  right  in  at  this  early  hour.  The  members  are  here  and  if  it 
would  be  okay  with  the  rest  of  the  subcommittee,  we  will  hold  our 
opening  statements  until  we  get  into  GSA  business. 

The  first  member  I'd  like  to  call  is  one  of  the  most  distinguished 
members  of  the  House,  the  Chairman  of  the  Rules  Committee,  the 
Honorable  Joe  Moakley.  Mr.  Chairman,  welcome. 

TESTIMONY  OF  HON.  JOHN  JOSEPH  MOAKLEY,  A 
REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr.  Moakley.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman  and  mem- 
bers of  the  committee. 


I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  today  to 
support  H.R.  4204  to  name  the  Human  Nutrition  Research  Center 
on  Aging  in  Boston,  Massachusetts,  for  Dr.  Jean  Mayer. 

First,  I'd  hke  to  take  a  minute  to  describe  and  explain  the  mis- 
sion of  the  Human  Nutrition  Research  Center  on  Aging.  After  my 
explanation  of  the  mission  of  the  Center,  I  think  you  will  clearly 
see  why  it  is  fitting  to  name  the  Center  for  Dr.  Jean  Mayer,  truly 
one  of  our  Nation's  most  accomplished  nutritionists. 

The  Center  is  a  free-standing  Federal  facility  located  at  711 
Washington  Street  in  Boston,  my  congressional  district.  The  facility 
was  established  by  the  Congress  through  the  Food  and  Agricultural 
Act  of  1977  and  houses  some  250  research  and  support  staff  that 
work  with  a  number  of  Federal  agencies  on  issues  affecting  the  nu- 
tritional requirements  and  the  role  nutrition  plays  in  the  aging 
process  of  senior  citizens. 

Scientists  at  the  HNRC  are  addressing  three  general  questions 
of  general  importance  to  their  mission:  what  are  the  nutrient  re- 
quirements necessary  to  obtain  optimal  function  and  well  being  for 
a  maturing  population;  how  does  nutrition  influence  the  progres- 
sive loss  of  tissue  function  with  aging;  and  what  is  the  role  of  nutri- 
tion in  the  genesis  of  major  chronic,  degenerative  conditions  associ- 
ated with  the  aging  process? 

Mr.  Chairman,  given  the  mission  of  the  Center,  its  research  un- 
fortunately becomes  more  relevant  to  all  of  us  with  each  passing 
day.  The  Center  today  serves  as  a  national  model  of  Federal  Gov- 
ernment-university-state and  city  collaboration  benefitting  not  only 
the  American  people,  but  people  around  the  entire  world.  The  ac- 
complishments of  the  Center  are  unparalleled  and  its  establish- 
ment has  even  helped  to  spur  the  economic  redevelopment  of  a  sec- 
tion of  Boston  unfortunately  known  in  the  past  as  the  "Combat 
Zone." 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Human  Nutrition  Research  Center  on  Aging 
was  made  possible  by  Dr.  Jean  Mayer's  strong  mind  and  vision 
and,  oftentimes,  persistence.  Dr.  Jean  Mayer  was  one  of  the  world's 
leaders  in  the  field  of  nutrition  who  recognized  early  in  his  career 
the  relationship  between  nutrition  and  the  productive  lives  of  sen- 
ior citizens.  Recent  studies  have  confirmed  this  relationship  as  well 
as  the  relationship  of  nutrition  to  the  health  of  senior  citizens.  This 
research  is  extremely  timely  given  the  great  debate  over  health 
care  and  health  care  costs  before  the  Congress  today.  The  improved 
health  of  senior  citizens  can  literally  save  our  country  millions  and 
millions  of  dollars  through  reduced  health  care  costs. 

Members  of  the  subcommittee,  Dr.  Jean  Mayer  was  truly  a  na- 
tional resource.  He  was  born  in  Paris,  France  in  1920  and  did  his 
undergraduate  studies  at  the  University  of  Paris.  During  World 
War  II,  he  served  in  the  French  Army,  the  Free  French  Forces  and 
participated  in  numerous  campaigns,  including  North  Africa,  Italy, 
the  Battle  of  the  Bulge  and  he  received  France's  highest  decoration 
for  bravery,  the  Prix  de  Coeur,  the  equivalent  of  our  Congressional 
Medal  of  Honor.  His  daring  exploits  during  the  war  are  truly  leg- 
end, both  in  France  and  here  in  the  United  States. 

After  completing  his  graduate  studies  at  Yale  University,  Dr. 
Mayer  joined  the  faculty  at  Harvard  University  until  his  appoint- 


ment  as  the  tenth  president  of  Tufts  University  in  1976,  followed 
by  his  appointment  as  chancellor  of  Tufts  University  in  1992. 

Dr.  Mayer's  service  to  mankind  is  long  and  varied  as  represented 
by  his  leadership  within  the  United  Nations  and  the  World  Health 
Organization,  UNICEF,  and  the  technical  missions  on  various  con- 
tinents including  his  mission  to  war-torn  Biafra  in  the  late  1960s. 
As  Chairman  of  the  United  States  National  Council  on  Hunger  and 
Malnutrition,  Dr.  Jean  Mayer  played  a  major  role  in  calling  our 
Nation's  attention  to  the  nutritional  problems  of  the  poor  in  Amer- 
ica. 

Prior  to  his  unfortunate  death  in  1993,  he  continued  to  serve  as 
an  advisor  to  President  Nixon,  President  Ford,  and  President 
Carter  on  issues  relating  to  world  hunger,  world  peace  and  protec- 
tion of  civil  rights.  For  these  efforts.  Dr.  Mayer  was  elected  to  both 
the  American  Academy  of  Arts  and  Sciences  and  to  the  French 
Academy  of  Sciences,  one  of  the  few  Americans  to  be  honored  by 
election  to  both  academies. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  it  is  for  these 
outstanding  contributions  to  not  only  the  American  people,  but  the 
people  around  the  world,  that  I  introduce  H.R.  4204  to  name  the 
Human  Nutrition  Research  Center  on  Aging  for  Dr.  Jean  Mayer. 
I  can  think  of  no  more  fitting  tribute  to  this  wonderful  man  than 
to  name  the  Center  not  only  in  his  honor,  but  as  a  symbol  to  en- 
courage others  to  follow  in  his  footsteps  in  service  to  our  country 
and  other  countries  around  the  world. 

On  May  2,  the  students,  faculty  and  administration  of  Tufts  Uni- 
versity will  pay  tribute  to  the  vision  and  the  dedication  of  Dr.  Jean 
Mayer  and  I  would  like  to  respectfully  request  expeditious  consid- 
eration of  this  legislation  to  allow  the  announcement  of  naming  to 
be  made  at  that  time. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  thank 
you  for  allowing  me  to  testify  before  you  today  and  for  your  consid- 
eration of  my  request  on  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Thank  you,  Chairman. 

Mr.  Duncan. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I'll  just  say  it  is  an  honor  for  us  to  have  you  here  with  us.  Chair- 
man Moakley.  I  think  it  sounds  very  appropriate.  Dr.  Mayer  cer- 
tainly had  a  great  career,  so  I  support  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Moakley.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Ms.  Norton. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Moakley,  I  just  want  to  second  your  remarks. 
I  know  of  Dr.  Mayer's  work  and  indeed,  I  got  to  know  him  person- 
ally when  I  got  an  honorary  degree  at  Tufts,  so  I  believe  this  is  a 
man  whom  our  country  deserves  to  honor  in  just  the  way  you  have 
recommended. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Moakley.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Norton. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Chairman,  we  associate  ourselves  with  your  re- 
marks. It  is  my  guess  that  the  committee  will  try  and  have  your 
bill  on  the  floor  Monday  because  of  your  time  constraints.  The  big 
problem  is  not  naming  it,  but  getting  it  done  on  your  time  sched- 
ule, but  we  will  try  and  do  that. 

Mr.  Moakley.  Thank  you. 


Mr.  Traficant.  We  are  glad  to  have  you  here,  Chairman.  We 
thank  you  for  your  testimony  and  we  will  try  and  expedite  your 
concerns. 

Mr.  MOAKLEY.  The  reason  I  felt  it  was  so  important  that  I  ap- 
pear and  be  present  was  because  I  know  how  the  Chairman  feels 
about  Buy  America  and  Dr.  Mayer  was  bom  in  Paris  and  I  just 
wanted  to  make  sure  that  you  wouldn't  hold  it  against  us.  [Laugh- 
ter.] 

Mr.  Traficant.  Well,  he  has  helped  so  many  other  Americans 
that  he  is  a  part  of  our  great  country.  When  you  have  a  Joe  Moak- 
ley  that  comes  in  here  to  support  the  naming  of  this  facility  for  this 
distinguished  gentleman,  we  overlook  that. 

Thank  you,  Chairman. 

Mr.  MoAKLEY.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[Mr.  Moakley's  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to 
appear  before  you  today  to  support  H.R.4204  to  name  the  Human  Nutrition  Research  Center 
on  Aging  in  Boston,  Massachusetts,  for  Dr.  Jean  Mayer. 

First  let  me  take  a  minute  to  describe  and  explain  the  mission  of  the  Human  Nutrition 
Research  Center  on  Aging.    After  my  explanation  of  the  mission  of  the  Center,  I  think  you 
will  clearly  see  why  it  is  fitting  to  name  the  Center  for  Dr.  Jean  Mayer,  truly  one  of  our 
nation's  most  accomplished  nutritionists.   The  Center  is  a  free-standing  federal  facility 
located  at  711  Washington  Street  in  Boston,  Massachusetts,  my  Congressional  District.    The 
facility  was  esUblished  by  the  Congress  through  the  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1977  and 
houses  250  research  and  support  staff  that  work  with  a  number  of  federal  agencies  on  issues 
affecting  the  nutritional  requirements  and  the  role  nutrition  plays  in  the  aging  process  of 
senior  citizens. 

Scientists  at  the  HNRC  are  addressing  three  general  questions  of  central  importance  to 
their  mission: 

What  are  the  nutrient  requirements  necessary  to  obtain  optimal  function  and 
well  being  for  a  maturing  population? 

How  does  nutrition  influence  the  progressive  loss  of  tissue  function  with 
aging? 

What  is  the  role  of  nutrition  in  the  genesis  of  major  chronic,  degenerative 
conditions  associated  with  the  aging  process? 

Mr.  Chairman,  given  the  mission  of  the  Center,  its  research  unfortunately  becomes 
more  relevant  to  all  of  us  with  each  passmg  day.   The  Center  today  serves  as  a  national 
model  of  federal  government/  university/state  and  city  collaboration  benefitting  not  only  the 
American  people,  but  people  around  the  worid.    The  accomplishments  at  the  Center  are 
unparalleled  and  its  establishment  has  even  helped  to  spur  the  economic  redevelopment  of  a 
section  of  Boston  unfortunately  known  as  the  "Combat  Zone." 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  Human  Nutrition  Research  Center  on  Aging  was  made  possible  by 
Dr.  Jean  Mayer's  strong  mind  and  vision  and,  oftentimes,  persistence.     Dr.  Jean  Mayer  was 
one  of  the  world's  leaders  in  the  field  of  nutrition  who  recognized  eariy  in  his  career  the 
relationship  between  nutrition  and  the  productive  lives  of  senior  citizens.    Recent  studies 
have  confirmed  this  relationship,  as  well  as  the  relationship  of  nutrition  to  the  health  of 
senior  citizens.    This  research  is  extremely  timely  given  the  great  debate  over  health  care  and 
health  care  costs  before  the  Congress  today.   The  improved  health  of  senior  citizens  can 
literally  save  our  country  millions  of  dollars  through  reduced  health  care  costs. 

Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  Dr.  Jean  Mayer  was  truly  a  national  resource.  He 
was  born  in  Paris,  France,  in  1920  and  did  his  undergraduate  studies  at  the  University  of 
Paris.  During  Worid  War  II,  he  served  in  the  French  Army,  the  Free  French  Forces  and 
participated  in  numerous  campaigns  including  North  Africa,  Italy,  and  the  Battle  of  the  Bulge 


and  received  France's  highest  decoration  for  bravery,  the  Croix  de  Guerre,  the  equivalent  of 
our  Congressional  Medal  of  Honor.    His  daring  exploits  during  the  war  are  truly  legend, 
both  in  France  and  the  United  States. 

After  completing  his  graduate  studies  at  Yale  University,  Dr.  Mayer  joined  the  faculty 
of  Harvard  University  until  his  appointment  as  the  tenth  President  of  Tufts  University  in 
1976,  followed  by  his  appointment  as  Chancellor  of  Tufts  University  in  1992.    Dr.  Jean 
Mayer's  service  to  mankind  is  long  and  varied  as  represented  by  his  leadership  within  the 
United  Nations,  the  World  Health  Organization,  UNICEF,  and  technical  missions  on  various 
continents,  including  his  mission  to  war-torn  Biafra  in  the  late  '60s.    As  Chairman  of  the 
United  States  National  Council  on  Hunger  and  Malnutrition,  Dr.  Jean  Mayer  played  a  major 
role  in  calling  our  nation's  attention  to  the  nutritional  problems  of  the  poor  in  America. 
Prior  to  his  unfortunate  death  in  1993,  he  continued  to  serve  as  an  advisor  to  President 
Nixon,  President  Ford,  and  President  Carter  on  issues  relating  to  world  hunger,  world  peace, 
and  the  protection  of  civil  rights.    For  these  efforts.  Dr.  Mayer  was  elected  to  both  the 
American  Academy  of  Arts  and  Sciences  and  the  French  Academy  of  Sciences  -  one  of  the 
few  Americans  to  be  honored  with  election  to  both  Academies. 

Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  it  is  for  these  outstanding 
contributions  to  not  only  the  American  people,  but  people  around  the  world  that  I  introduce 
H.R.4204  to  name  the  Human  Nutrition  Research  Center  on  Aging  for  Dr.  Jean  Mayer.    I 
can  think  of  no  more  fitting  tribute  to  this  wonderful  man  than  to  name  the  Center  not  only 
in  his  honor,  but  to  as  a  symbol  to  encourage  others  to  follow  in  his  footsteps  in  service  to 
our  country  and  other  countries  around  the  world.    On  May  2nd,  the  students,  faculty  and 
Administration  of  Tufts  University  will  pay  tribute  to  the  vision  and  dedication  of  Dr.  Jean 
Mayer,  and  I  would  like  to  respectfully  request  expeditious  consideration  of  the  legislation  to 
allow  the  announcement  of  the  naming  to  be  made  at  that  time. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for  allowing  me  to 
testify  before  you  today  and  for  your  consideration  of  my  request  and  legislation. 


103d  congress 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  4204 


To  designate  the  Federal  building  located  at  711  Washington  Street  in  Bos- 
ton, Massachusetts,  as  the  "Jean  Mayer  Human  Nutrition  Research 
Center  on  Aging". 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

April  13,  1994 

Mr.  MOAKLEY  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the 

Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation 


A  BILL 

To  desig^iate  the  Federal  building  located  at  711  Washin^on 
Street  in  Boston,  Massachusetts,  as  the  "Jean  Mayer 
Human  Nutrition  Research  Center  on  Aging". 

1  Be  it  eriaded  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  SECTION  1.  DESIGNATION. 

4  The   Federal   building  located   at   711   Washington 

5  Street  in  Boston,  Massachusetts,  shall  be  kno\\Ti  and  des- 

6  ignated  as  the  "Jean  Mayer  Human  Nutrition  Research 

7  Center  on  Aging". 


2 

1  SEC.  2.  REFERENCES. 

2  Any  reference  in  a  law,  map,  regulation,  document, 

3  paper,  or  other  record  of  the  United  States  to  the  Federal 

4  building  referred  to  in  section  1  shall  be  deemed  to  be 

5  a  reference  to  the  "Jean  Mayer  Human  Nutrition  Re- 

6  search  Center  on  Aging". 

o 
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Mr.  Traficant.  Ms.  Kennelly,  please?  We  welcome  you  here. 

TESTIMONY  OF  HON.  BARBARA  B.  KENNELLY,  A 
REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  CONNECTICUT 

Ms.  Kennelly.  Good  morning,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  thank  you  for 
having  me  here. 

I  am  here  to  support  H.R.  3724,  to  designate  the  United  States 
courthouse  located  in  Bridgeport,  Connecticut  as  the  "Brien 
McMahon  Federal  Building." 

To  be  very  candid  with  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  I'm  quite  surprised 
to  be  the  one  to  make  this  suggestion.  I  would  have  thought  this 
would  have  been  done  some  time  ago,  but  as  a  result  of  its  not 
being  done,  I  have  the  great  honor  now  to  talk  about  Brien 
McMahon  and  to  be  the  one  to  introduce  this  piece  of  legislation. 

Brien  McMahon  was  a  native  of  Norwalk,  Connecticut.  Senator 
McMahon  was  first  elected  to  the  United  States  Senate  in  1944. 
His  Senate  career  was  tragically  cut  short  by  his  death  on  July  28, 
1952,  at  the  age  of  48.  I  well  remember  his  death.  Senator 
McMahon  was  a  very  dear  and  wonderful  friend  of  my  family  and 
during  the  time  of  his  dying,  we  were  having  the  Democratic  con- 
vention in  Chicago,  Illinois.  I  was  15  years  old  and  I  well  remem- 
ber the  pall  that  was  over  the  convention  because  of  this  sad  event. 
Senator  McMahon  was  looked  at  as  an  absolute  giant  of  a  man.  To 
think  of  losing  him  for  our  party  and  also  for  our  country  was  a 
very,  very  definite  memory  of  mine — the  sadness  and  of  the  true 
tragedy  of  this  man's  early  death. 

A  Senator  for  only  8  years.  Senator  McMahon,  nonetheless,  left 
his  mark  on  our  country.  Perhaps  no  area  is  more  identified  with 
him  than  atomic  energy.  Brien  McMahon  was  responsible  for  the 
McMahon  Act,  I  remember  its  being  called  the  McMahon  Act,  but 
now  most  of  us  remember  it  as  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1946.  In 
1948,  he  became  Chairman  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  En- 
ergy where  he  worked  diligently  to  support  the  weapons  program 
that  would  become  the  free  world's  security  blanket  for  the  next  4 
decades.  How  can  we  emphasize  that  more?  We  are  so  proud  at 
having  won  the  Cold  War,  but  I  truly  think  one  of  the  reasons  we 
did  obviously  was  because  we  had  the  strength  and  the  deterrent. 
One  of  the  main  reasons  that  we  had  that  deterrent  was  Senator 
Brien  McMahon. 

Brien  McMahon's  contributions  extended  far  beyond  atomic  en- 
ergy. He  was  the  first  member  of  Congress  to  venture  behind  the 
Iron  Curtain  where  he  negotiated  an  aid  program  with  Marshall 
Tito,  who  had  just  broken  with  Stalin. 

What  I  love  to  remember  about  Brien  McMahon  is  that  Senator 
McCarthy  came  to  Connecticut  in  1950  to  campaign  against  him. 
What  an  honor  for  Brien  McMahon.  It's  particularly  appropriate  to 
name  a  courthouse  for  Senator  McMahon. 

Before  being  elected  to  the  Senate,  he  had  a  very  interesting  ca- 
reer. He  did  his  public  service  very  early  as  an  assistant  attorney 
general  under  President  Roosevelt  and  traveled  across  this  country 
trying  cases  as  head  of  the  criminal  division.  He  then  went  to  the 
private  practice  of  law;  that  is  why  it  is  so  fitting  that  this  court- 
house would  be  named  for  him,  because  he,  a  graduate  of  Yale  Uni- 
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versity,  tried  many  cases  here.  He  went  on  to  become  a  city  court 
judge  in  1933.  Later  that  same  year,  he  came  to  Washington. 

Brien  McMahon  was  an  important  member  of  the  Norwalk  com- 
munity, and  of  the  community  of  the  State  of  Connecticut.  He 
served  his  country  as  a  young  man,  and  again  as  a  United  States 
Senator. 

So  I  come  here  this  morning  saying  I  can  think  of  no  more  fitting 
thing  to  happen  than  at  this  time  to  honor  Brien  McMahon's  mem- 
ory by  naming  the  Federal  courthouse  in  Bridgeport  the  Brien 
McMahon  Federal  Courthouse. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Traficant. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Duncan. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  it's  nice  that  Senator 
McMahon  has  not  been  forgotten  after  all  of  these  years.  I  know 
Ms.  Kennelly  is,  I  think,  one  of  the  kindest  and  outstanding  mem- 
bers of  this  body,  and  if  she  recommends  this,  then  I  am  100  per- 
cent for  it. 

Ms.  Kennelly.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Duncan.  As  I  sat  here  this  morn- 
ing looking  up  there,  all  I  could  think  of  is  how  proud  your  father 
would  be  of  you  sitting  there  as  the  Ranking  Member  next  to  Mr. 
Traficant. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Well,  thank  you. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Ms.  Norton. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  want  to  welcome  my  good  friend,  Congresswoman 
Kennelly  and  to  say  that  I  found  your  remarks  very  compelling  and 
the  man  about  whom  they  were  made,  compelling  as  well,  and  I  am 
pleased  that  you  have  recommended  this  form  of  commemoration. 

Ms.  Kennelly.  Thank  you,  Congresswoman  Norton. 

Mr.  Traficant.  I  want  to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of 
both  my  colleagues.  I  also  know  that  you  are  very  tenacious  when 
you  are  on  the  floor  and  we  are  very  honored  to  have  you  here.  We 
will  try  and  expedite  your  consideration,  Ms.  Kennelly. 

Thank  you  for  coming. 

Ms.  Kennelly.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[Ms.  Kennelly's  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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The  Honorable  Barbara  B.  Kennelly 

April  21,  1994 

Brien  McMahon  Federal  Building 

Public  Works  Committee  Hearing 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  to  attend 
today's  hearing  to  speak  in  support  of 
legislation  which  would  name  the  Federal 
courthouse  in  Bridgeport,  CT,  after  a 
distinguished  former  member  of  the  U.S. 
Senate,  Senator  Brien  McMahon.    A  native 
of  Norwalk,  Connecticut,  Senator  McMahon 
was  first  elected  in  1944  and  was  reelected 
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in  1950.    His  Senate  career  was  tragically 
cut  short  by  his  untimely  passing  on  July 
28,  1952,  at  the  age  of  48. 

A  Senator  for  only  eight  years,  Senator 
McMahon  nonetheless  left  his  mark  on  our 
country.    Perhaps  no  area  is  so  identified 
with  him  as  atomic  energy.    Brien 
McMahon  was  responsible  for  the 
McMahon  Act,  also  known  as  the  Atomic 
Energy  Act  of  1946.    In  1948,  he  became 
chairman  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Atomic 
Energy,  where  he  worked  diligently  to 
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support  the  weapons  program  that  would 
become  the  free  world's  security  blanket  for 
the  next  four  decades. 

But  Brien  McMahon's  contributions 
extended  far  beyond  atomic  energy. 
He  was  the  first  Member  of  Congress  to 
venture  behind  the  Iron  Curtain,  where  he 
negotiated  an  aid  program  with  Marshall 
Tito,  who  had  just  broken  with  Stalin. 

Senator  McMahon  was  also  a  man  of 
principle.    He  was  one  of  the  first 
Senators  to  challenge  the  activities  of  the 
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late  Senator  Joseph  McCarthy.    In  1950, 
Senator  McCarthy  even  went  to  Connecticut 
to  campaign  against  Senator  McMahon. 

It  is  particularly  appropriate  to  name  a 
courthouse  for  Senator  McMahon.    Before 
being  elected  to  the  Senate,  he  had  a 
distinguished  legal  career.    A  graduate  of 
Yale  Law  School,  he  practiced  law  in 
Norwalk,  Connecticut,  and  tried  many  cases 
in  the  county  courthouse  in  Bridgeport,  CT. 
He  went  on  to  become  a  city  court  judge  in 
1933.    Later  that  same  year,  he  came  to 
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Washington  as  a  lawyer  in  the  Justice 
Department.    In  1935,  Senator  McMahon 
was  appointed  by  President  Roosevelt  to  the 
position  of  Assistant  Attorney  General  in 
charge  of  the  Criminal  Division  of  the 
Department  of  Justice,  where  he 
distinguished  himself  by  trying  difficult 
cases  across  the  country.    For  all  these 
reasons,  it  would  be  fitting  to  honor  Senator 
Brien  McMahon  by  naming  this  Federal 
Courthouse  in  his  memory.    Thank  you. 
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103d  congress 
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H.  R.  3724 


To  designate  the  United  States  courthouse  located  in  Bridgeport,  Connecticut, 
as  the  "Brien  McMahon  Federal  Building". 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

January  25,  1994 

Mrs.  Kexkelly  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the 

Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation 


A  BILL 

To  desi^ate  the  United  States  courthouse  located  in  Bridge- 
port, Connecticut,  as  the  "Brien  McMahon  Federal 
Building". 

1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  SECTION  1.  DESIGNATION. 

4  The  United  States  courthouse  located  at  915  Lafay- 

5  ette  Boulevard  in  Bridgeport,  Connecticut,  shall  be  kno^^^l 

6  and  designated  as  the  "Brien  McMahon  Federal  Build- 

7  ing". 

8  SEC.  2.  REFERENCES. 

9  Any  reference  in  a  law,  map,  regulation,  document, 
10   paper,  or  other  record  of  the  United  States  to  the  court- 


18 


2 

1  house  referred  to  in  section  1  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  ref- 

2  erence  to  the  "Brien  McMahon  Federal  Building". 

o 
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Mr.  Traficant.  The  Honorable  Jim  Chapman  of  Texas?  Good 
morning,  Jim. 

We  let  Ms.  Kennelly  sneak  in  here  before  you.  I  thought  you 
were  with  another  party  that  wasn't  here,  so  I  apologize  but  go 
right  ahead. 

TESTIMONY  OF  HON.  JIM  CHAPMAN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  TEXAS 

Mr.  Chapman.  That's  okay.  I  hope  seniority  still  counts  for  some- 
thing around  here  and  I  would  certainly  defer  to  Ms.  Kennelly,  my 
colleague. 

I  also  want  to  congratulate  the  Chairman  on  his  victory  yester- 
day and  suggest  that,  were  I  still  on  your  committee,  we  would  still 
be  sitting  next  to  each  other.  I've  followed  you  on  the  Public  Works 
Committee  and  I  am  pleased  that  you  are  doing  such  a  distin- 
guished job  there. 

I'm  here  today  to  support  H.R.  3840,  legislation  I  introduced  in 
February  to  name  the  Federal  Building  and  the  United  States 
Courthouse  located  in  Marshall,  Texas,  in  my  district,  as  the  "Sam 
B.  Hall,  Jr.  Federal  Building  and  United  States  Courthouse." 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  had  an  opportunity  briefly  to  serve  with  Con- 
gressman Hall,  who  became  Federal  District  Judge  for  the  Eastern 
District  of  Texas,  opening  the  way  for  my  election  to  Congress  in 
1985. 

I  introduced  this  legislation  on  February  10th  to  honor  Judge 
Hall,  who  was,  as  I  said,  my  predecessor  in  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. He  served  the  First  Congressional  District  of  Texas 
from  1977  until  1985  and  most  recently  served  almost  a  decade  as 
the  District  Judge  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Texas. 

It  is  with  great  sadness  that  I  inform  you  that  while  I  had  hoped 
Judge  Hall  would  live  to  be  a  participant  in  the  dedication  of  this 
Federal  courthouse,  he  passed  away  approximately  2  weeks  ago  on 
Sunday,  April  10th  after  fighting  valiantly  and  for  a  long  period  of 
time  that  evil,  cancer.  It  saddened  all  of  us  that  knew  him,  that 
served  with  him,  that  worked  with  him,  that  were  his  friends  and 
neighbors  in  East  Texas.  Judge  Hall  gave  a  lifetime  of  commitment 
to  Marshall,  his  home  community,  and  to  its  people. 

In  fact,  Mr.  Chairman,  with  your  permission,  I  have  prepared  a 
statement  which  I  would  like  to  submit  for  the  record  which  out- 
lines his  service  to  his  community  as  well  as  to  the  United  States 
Congress  and  the  American  people.  Briefly,  he  was  a  graduate  of 
Baylor  University;  he  was  in  private  practice  in  Marshall  and  an 
active  member  of  the  Jaycees,  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  the  Ro- 
tary, Kiwanis,  the  hospital  board,  was  elected  to  Congress  in  1977, 
served  until  1985,  served  on  the  Judiciary,  Veterans  Committee 
and  the  Select  Committee  on  Narcotics.  He  was  then  picked  by 
President  Reagan  as  the  United  States  District  Judge  for  the  East- 
ern District  of  Texas  where  he  served  with  distinction  for  almost 
a  decade. 

Everyone  who  knew  Judge  Hall  knew  of  his  devotion  to  his  fam- 
ily, his  wife,  Madeleine,  and  their  three  children.  He  was  a  dedi- 
cated public  servant  who  gave  much  to  the  people  in  the  commu- 
nity in  the  area  that  he  served. 
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I  believe  it  is  fitting  and  proper  that  the  Federal  building  and 
the  United  States  courthouse,  where  he  served  as  District  Court 
Judge  until  his  death,  be  dedicated  in  his  honor.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
urge  that  you  support  and  pass  this  legislation  to  honor  Judge 
Hall;  it  would  be  a  great  tribute  to  a  great  man  and  a  great  Amer- 
ican who  so  richly  deserves  it. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Mr.  Duncan. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chapman,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  have  you  with  us.  A  couple  of 
days  ago,  you  got  me  to  do  something  that  I've  almost  never  done 
and  that  is  vote  for  an  amendment  that  greatly  increased  spending 
in  a  certain  area  where  I  thought  you  were  on  the  right  track. 

Mr.  Chapman.  You  did  good,  Mr.  Duncan. 

Mr.  Duncan.  I  think  you  are  on  the  right  track  today.  Congress- 
man Hall,  the  entire  time  he  served  in  the  Congress,  he  served 
with  my  father  and  I  know  that  they  were  great  friends.  Everyone 
thought  very  highly  of  Judge  Hall  or  Congressman  Hall,  whatever 
you  want  to  call  him,  but  he  had  an  outstanding  career.  I  certainly 
support  this  legislation. 

Mr.  Chapman.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Ms.  Norton. 

Ms.  Norton.  I  am  very  pleased  to  welcome  Mr.  Chapman  to  the 
subcommittee  hearing  and  to  say  that  your  remarks  certainly  con- 
vinced me  that  you  have  moved  to  do  the  right  thing  to  honor 
Judge  Sam  Hall. 

Mr.  Traficant.  I  would  like  to  also  associate  myself  with  their 
remarks.  Congressman  Hall  was  a  tremendous  fellow  and  we  all 
cared  for  him  very  deeply.  I  think  you  have  carried  on  in  that  tra- 
dition, Jim.  We  will  be  moving  forward  with  your  legislation,  we 
assure  you. 

Mr.  Chapman.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  your  support,  I  appre- 
ciate the  support  of  your  committee,  and  I  look  forward  to  being 
able  to  present  this  legislation  on  the  floor  of  the  House. 

Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Thank  you  for  being  here. 

[Mr.  Chapman's  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY   BEFORE   THE   BOOSE   POBLIC  WORKS   AND   TRANSPORTATION 
SDBCOMMITTEB   ON    PUBLIC   BUILDINGS   AND   GROUNDS 

THE   HONORABLE   JIM  CHAPMAN 
OP   TEXAS 

APRIL   21,    1994 


Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  this 
morning  to  seek  your  support  for  H.R.  3840,  legislation  to  name  the  Federal 
Building  and  United  States  Courthouse  located  in  Marshall,  Texas  as  the  "Sara 
B.  Hall,  Jr.  Federal  Building  and  United  States  Courthouse."   I  introduced 
this  legislation  on  February  10th  to  honor  Judge  Hall  who  served  here  in  the 
House  as  the  Representative  to  the  First  Congressional  District  from  1977 
until  1985  and  most  recently  served  as  a  United  States  District  Judge  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  Texas. 

It  is  with  great  sadness  that  I  inform  you  that  Judge  Hall  just  passed 
away  almost  two  weeks  ago  now,  on  Sunday,  April  10th.   After  fighting 
valiantly  with  cancer,  his  death  has  saddened  all  of  us  who  knew  him.   Judge 
Hall  gave  a  lifetime  of  commitment  to  the  Marshall  community  and  its  people 
and  I  believe  it  is  fitting  and  proper  that  the  Federl  Building  and  United 
States  Courthouse,  where  he  served  as  the  District  Court  Judge  until  his 
recent  death,  be  dedicated  to  Sam  B.  Hall,  Jr. 

Sam  B.  Hall,  Jr.  was  born  and  raised  in  Marshall,  Texas.   He  graduated 
from  Marshall  High  School  in  1940  and  the  College  of  Marshall  in  1942.   He 
attended  the  University  of  Texas  at  Austin,  served  in  the  U.S.  Army  Air  Corps, 
and  upon  discharge  from  the  Air  Corps,  enrolled  in  Baylor  University  where  in 
1948  he  received  an  L.L.  B.  Degree  from  Baylor  School  of  Law. 

Upon  graduation  from  Baylor,  Judge  and  Mrs.  Hall  returned  to  Marshall 
where  Judge  Hall  practiced  law  until  his  election  to  Congress  in  1976.   During 
his  years  in  private  practice.  Judge  Hall  had  a  distinguished  legal  career, 
and  devoted  his  time  not  only  toward  the  judiciary  but  towards  improving  the 
community.   Judge  Hall  had  a  deep  desire  to  serve  the  people  of  Marshall, 
Texas  and  was  a  member  of  many  civic  and  community  organizations.   He  served 
in  the  Marshall  Jaycees,  the  Greater  Marshall  Chamber  of  Commerce,  the  Rotary 
Club,  the  Kiwanis,  on  the  Marshall  Memorial  Hospital  board,  and  the  Marshall 
School  Board.   He  was  recognized  as  the  Citizen  of  the  Year  by  the  Marshall 
Chamber  of  Commerce  among  numerous  other  awards  and  honors.   His  example 
inspired  many  in  public  service. 

Judge  Hall  served  as  my  predecessor  in  representing  the  First 
Congressional  District  of  Texas  in  the  U.S.  Congress  in  which  time  he 
distinguished  himself  in  many  ways.   He  served  on  the  House  Judiciary 
Committee  --  serving  as  the  Chairman  of  the  Administrative  Law  and 
Governmental  Affairs  Subcommittee  and  as  a  member  of  the  Immigration,  Refugees 
and  International  Law  Subcommittee;  and  the  Veterans  Affairs  Committee  — 
serving  as  a  Member  and  past  Chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Compensation, 
Pension  and  Insurance  and  as  a  member  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Oversight  and 
Investigations;  and  the  Select  Committee  on  Narcotics  Abuse  and  Control.    His 
impressive  dedication  to  public  service  and  his  career  in  the  Congress  was 
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particularly  demonstrated  through  his  work  on  issues  such  as  POW/MIAS,  U.S. 
involvement  in  Lebanon,  and  justice  matters.   His  devoted  service,  honesty, 
and  caring  for  people  was  recognized  by  his  constituents  and  reflected  in  each 
of  his  reelection  campaigns  for  Congress. 

In  1985,  Judge  Hall  resigned  his  seat  in  Congress  and  was  sworn  in  as  a 
United  States  District  Judge  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Texas.   His 
dedication  to  the  bench  earned  him  the  deep  respect  and  admiration  of  many  of 
his  colleagues. 

Throughout  his  life  as  a  dedicated  public  servant.  Judge  Sam  B.  Hall, 
Jr.  never  lost  sight  of  the  importance  of  his  family.   He  was  a  devoted  and 
loving  husband  to  his  wife,  Madeleine,  and  he  had  three  daughters  who  he  loved 
very  very  deeply.   Judge  Hall  dedicated  his  life  to  the  people  of  Marshall, 
the  State  of  Texas,  and  the  country.   He  served  the  public  in  a  superb  manner 
and  loved  and  provided  for  his  family. 

It  was  my  hope  that  Judge  Hall  would  be  a  part  of  the  dedication 
cermonies  for  naming  the  Courthouse  in  his  name.   Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  you  to 
support  and  pass  this  legislation  to  honor  Judge  Hall.   It  would  be  a  tribute 
which  Sam  B.  Hall,  Jr.  so  richly  deserves. 
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[The  bill,  H.R.  3840  follows:] 


103d  congress 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  3840 


To  designate  the  Federal  building  and  United  States  courthouse  located 
at  100  East  Houston  Street  in  Marshall,  Texas,  as  the  "Sam  B.  Hall, 
Jr.  Federal  Building  and  United  States  Courthouse". 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

February  10,  1994 

Mr.  Chapman  introduced  the  following  bill;  Avhich  was  referred  to  the 

Committee  on  Public  Works  and  Transportation 


A  BILL 

To  designate  the  Federal  building  and  United  States  court- 
house located  at  100  East  Houston  Street  in  Marshall, 
Texas,  as  the  "Sam  B.  Hall,  Jr.  Federal  Building  and 
United  States  Courthouse". 

1  Be  it  enacted  hy  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  SECTION  1.  DESIGNATION. 

4  The  Federal  building  located  at  100  East  Houston 

5  Street  in  Marshall,  Texas,  shall  be  knovm  and  designated 

6  as  the  "Sam  B.  Hall,  Jr.  Federal  Building  and  United 

7  States  Courthouse". 
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1  SEC.  2.  REFERENCES. 

2  Any  reference  in  a  law,  map,  regulation,  document, 

3  paper,  or  other  record  of  the  United  States  to  the  Federal 

4  building  and  United  States  courthouse  referred  to  in  sec- 

5  tion  1  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  reference  to  the  "Sam  B. 

6  Hall,   Jr.   Federal   Building  and   United   States   Court- 

7  house". 

O 
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Mr.  Traficant.  The  Honorable  James  Talent  from  Missouri. 
Welcome,  Jim. 

TESTIMONY  OF  HON.  JAMES  M.  TALENT,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  MISSOURI 

Mr.  Talent.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  here.  I  appreciate  the  committee  hearing 
my  bill,  H.R.  3914,  which  would  designate  the  Federal  building  in 
Overland,  Missouri,  an  Army  publications  center,  after  Sergeant 
Sammy  L.  Davis  who  was  a  distinguished  Congressional  Medal  of 
Honor  winner.  The  soldiers  who  work  there  would  be  honored  to 
have  their  building  named  after  this  distinguished  soldier  and 
American. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  could,  I  would  like  to  tell  you  and  the  commit- 
tee a  little  bit  about  Sergeant  Davis.  He  won  the  Medal  of  Honor 
for  valor  in  Vietnam  where  he  risked  his  life  in  the  face  of  heavy 
enemy  fire  to  hold  his  position  and  to  rescue  three  of  his  wounded 
comrades.  With  your  permission,  Mr.  Chairman,  I'd  like  to  submit 
a  little  bit  longer  statement  describing  what  this  man  did.  It's  just 
unbelievable  what  he  did  during  the  war. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Without  objection,  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Talent.  His  service  to  the  country  in  the  Vietnam  War  em- 
bodied the  highest  traditions  in  military  service.  Without  question, 
his  actions  were  above  and  beyond  the  call  of  duty.  Yet  his  actions 
on  behalf  of  his  country  haven't  stopped  there.  In  the  years  since 
his  service  in  Vietnam,  Sergeant  Davis  has  continued  to  work  to 
bring  honor  to  Nation's  armed  forces.  He  speaks  frequently  with 
veterans  groups,  helping  them  cope  with  Post  Traumatic  Stress 
Disorder  and  to  get  involved  in  our  political  process  by  registering 
to  vote.  He  is  also  active  in  efforts  to  fully  account  for  all  of  our 
POWs  and  MIAs.  He  speaks  frequently  to  schools  and  other  kinds 
of  civic  groups,  again  taking  his  life  experiences  and  helping  chil- 
dren and  the  disadvantaged  with  them. 

Finally,  I'd  like  to  thank  Lieutenant  Colonel  Larry  Olson,  the 
Commanding  Officer  at  the  Army  Publications  Center  in  Overland 
for  bringing  the  story  of  Sammy  L.  Davis  to  my  attention.  He  has 
worked  hard  for  this  bill  and  was  instrumental  in  securing  the 
General  Service  Administration's  support  for  the  bill. 

Thank  you  again,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Mr.  Duncan. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Mr.  Talent,  it  is  an  honor  to  have  you  with  us.  I 
ended  my  Army  service  as  a  captain  but  I  started  out  as  an  en- 
listed man  and  I  can  assure  you  that  anybody  who  has  gone 
through  that  experience  is  pleased  anytime  we  can  pay  tribute  to 
a  deserving  enlisted  member  of  our  Armed  Forces.  I  think  this 
sounds  very  appropriate  and  I  support  your  legislation  and  endorse 
it. 

Mr.  Talent.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Ms.  Norton. 

Ms.  Norton.  We  very  much  appreciate  your  coming  personally, 
Mr.  Talent.  I  must  say  that  your  remarks  have  convinced  me  that 
this  building  should  be  named  as  you  wish. 

Mr.  Talent.  I  appreciate  the  lady's  kind  words. 
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Mr.  Traficant.  We  will  be  moving  forward  with  your  legislation 
and  we  thank  you  for  coming  here  today. 
Mr.  Talent.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
Mr.  Traficant.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Talent. 
[Mr.  Talent's  prepared  statement  follows:] 


I 


I 
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James  M.  Talent  (MO-2) 


Extended  Testimony  for  Hearing  in  the 

Public  Works  and  Transportation  Committee 

Subcommittee  on  Public  Buildings  and  Grounds 

April  21,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  submit  for  the 
record  the  Congressional  Medal  of  Honor  citation  for  Sergeant 
Sammy  L.  Davis.   As  this  document  demonstrates,  it  is  only 
fitting  that  the  building  at  1655  Woodson  Road  in  Overland, 
Missouri,  be  named  in  his  honor. 


(Hitntion 


The  President  of  the  United  States  of  Amenca,  authonzed  by  Act  of  Congress,  March  3.  1 863,  has  awarded  in  the  name 
of  The  Congress  the  Medal  of  Honor  to 

g>Ergcant  §ammg  21.  Sauis 
BnilEb  g'tatEs  Armg 

for  conspicuous  gallantry  and  intrepidity  in  action  at  the  risk  of  his  life  above  and  beyond  the  call  of  duty; 

Sergeant  Sammy  L.  Davis  (then  Private  First  Class)  distinguished  himself  during  the  early  morning  hours  of  18 
November  1967  while  serving  as  a  cannoneer  with  Battery  C.  2nd  Battalion,  4th  Artillery,  9th  Infantry  Division,  at  a  remote 
fire  support  base  west  of  Cai  Lay,  Republic  of  Vietnam.  At  approximately  0200  hours,  the  Tire  suppon  base  came  under  heavy 
enemy  mortar  attack.  Simultaneously,  an  estimated  reinforced  Viet  Cong  battalion  launched  a  fierce  ground  assault  upon  the 
fire  suppon  base.  The  attacking  enemy  drove  to  within  twenty-five  meters  of  the  friendly  positions.  Only  a  river  separated 
the  Viet  Cong  from  the  fire  support  base.  Detecting  a  nearby  enemy  position.  Sergeant  Davis  seized  a  machine  gun  and  pro- 
vided covering  fire  for  his  gun  crew,  as  they  attempted  to  bring  direct  anillery  fire  on  the  enemy.  Despite  his  efforts,  an  enemy 
recoiUcss  rifle  round  scored  a  direct  hit  upon  the  artillery  piece.  The  resultant  blast  hurled  the  gun  crew  from  [heir  weapon  and 
blew  Sergeant  Davis  into  a  foxhole.  He  struggled  to  his  feet  and  returned  to  the  howirzer  which  was  burning  funousiy.  Ignor- 
ing repeated  warnings  to  seek  cover.  Sergeant  Davis  rammed  a  shell  into  the  gun.  Disregarding  a  withering  hail  of  enemy  fire 
directed  against  his  position,  he  aimed  and  fired  the  howitzer  which  rolled  backward,  knocking  Sergeant  Davis  violently  to  the 
ground.  Undaunted,  he  returned  to  the  weapon  to  fire  again  when  an  enemy  monar  round  exploded  within  twenty  meters  of 
his  position,  injunng  him  painfully.  Nevenheless.  Sergeant  Davis  loaded  the  artillery  piece,  aimed  and  fired,  .^gam  he  was 
knocked  down  by  the  recoil.  In  complete  disregard  for  his  own  safety.  Sergeant  Davis  loaded  and  fired  three  more  shells  into 
the  enemy.  Disregarding  his  extensive  injunes  and  his  inability  to  swim.  Sergeant  Davis  picked  up  an  air  mattress  and  struck 
out  across  the  deep  river  to  rescue  three  wounded  comrades  on  the  far  side.  Upon  reaching  the  three  wounded  men,  he  stood 
upright  and  fired  into  the  dense  vegetation  to  prevent  the  Viet  Cong  from  advancing.  While  the  most  seriously  wounded 
soldier  was  helped  across  the  river.  Sergeant  Davis  protected  the  two  remaining  casulties  until  he  could  pull  them  across  the 
river  to  the  fire  support  base.  Though  suffering  from  painful  wounds,  he  refused  medical  attention,  joining  another  howitzer 
crew  which  fired  at  the  large  viei  Cong  force  until  it  broke  contact  and  fied.  Sergeant  Davis"  conspicuous  gallantry,  extraor- 
dinary heroism,  and  intrepidity  at  the  risk  of  his  own  life,  above  and  beyond  the  call  of  duty,  are  in  keeping  with  the  highest 
traditions  of  the  military  service  and  reflect  great  credit  upon  himself  and  the  United  States  Army. 
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103d  congress 
2d  Session 


H.R.3914 


To  designate  the  Federal  building  located  at  1655  Woodson  Road  in  Overland, 
Missouri,  as  the  "Sammy  L.  Davis  Federal  Building". 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

February  24,  1994 

Mr.  Talent  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the 

Committee  on  F*ublic  Works  and  Transportation 


A  BILL 

To  designate  the  Federal  building  located  at  1655  Woodson 
Road  in  Overland,  Missouri,  as  the  "Sammy  L.  Davis 
Federal  Building". 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  SECTION  1.  DESIGNATION. 

4  The  Federal  building  located  at  1655  Woodson  Road 

5  in  Overland,  Missouri,  shall  be  kno\vn  and  designated  as 

6  the  "Sammy  L.  Davis  Federal  Building". 

7  SEC.  2.  REFERENCES. 

8  Any  reference  in  a  law,  map,  regulation,  document, 

9  paper,  or  other  record  of  the  United  States  to  the  Federal 


29 


2 

1  building  referred  to  in  section  1  shall  be  deemed  to  be 

2  a  reference  to  the  "Sammy  L.  Da\is  Federal  Building". 

o 
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Mr.  Traficant.  The  Honorable  Greg  Laughlin.  Welcome. 

TESTIMONY  OF  HON.  GREG  LAUGHLIN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  TEXAS 

Mr.  Laughlin.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Duncan,  and  Ms. 
Norton.  It  is  indeed  a  pleasure  for  me  to  appear  before  this  impor- 
tant subcommittee  of  the  very  influential  and  powerful  Public 
Works  and  Transportation  Committee. 

I  am  here  to  request  that  the  GSA  conduct  an  11(b)  survey  study 
on  the  need  for  a  Federal  courthouse  facility  in  Bastrop  County. 
Bastrop  County  is  new  to  the  district  I  represent  because  for  over 
50  years,  it  as  in  the  10th  District  represented  by  Lyndon  Johnson 
and  for  the  last  33  years  by  Jake  Pickle.  Because  of  the  tremen- 
dous growth  in  population  in  this  part  of  my  State,  I  have  inherited 
five  counties  touching  Travis  County  from  Jake  Pickle.  The  growth 
of  the  population  has  been  in  the  counties  adjacent  to  Bastrop 
County. 

Rather  than  read  all  of  my  statement  and  the  attached  letters, 
I  would  just  ask  that  it  be  made  a  part  of  the  record.  I've  attached 
a  letter  from  Judge  James  Nowlin,  the  Senior  Federal  Judge — 
there  are  two  Federal  judges  in  Austin  which  is  part  of  the  West- 
ern District  of  Texas — and  in  his  letter.  Judge  Nowlin  points  out 
the  need  for  a  Federal  courthouse  in  Bastrop  County.  The  needs 
there  are  not  only  because  of  the  increase  of  population,  which  by 
itself  is  a  sufficient  justification,  in  my  opinion,  but  there  is  a 
major  Federal  penitentiary  in  Bastrop  County  literally  7  or  8  miles 
from  the  Town  of  Bastrop  and  therein  is  the  additional  reason. 

As  you  will  see,  in  the  letter  that  I  have  attached  from  the  U.S. 
Marshal,  William  Jonas,  if  we  were  to  have  a  Federal  court  facility 
in  the  Town  of  Bastrop,  there  would  be  approximately  $200,000  per 
year  saved  in  just  prisoner  expense  because  the  City  of  Austin  does 
not  have  the  facility  to  house  the  Federal  penitentiary  inmates  in 
Austin,  so  the  marshal  has  to  have  independent  contracts  with 
sheriffs  and  several  counties  just  to  facilitate  the  court  needs.  So 
I  am  asking  that  we  have  the  11(b)  survey  to  determine  the  jus- 
tification and  the  need. 

I  would  close  by  saying  to  all  my  colleagues  on  this  committee 
that  I  am  confident  that  the  appropriate  survey  will  come  back 
demonstrating  a  substantial  savings  in  both  time  of  Federal  em- 
ployees and  just  as  important,  the  expense  and  money  to  the  tax- 
payer. That  is  all  I  have  on  this  matter. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  just  second  all  the  comments  made  by 
colleague  from  Texas,  Jim  Chapman,  on  the  appropriateness  of  our 
committee  to  name  the  Federal  courthouse  after  our  late  colleague, 
the  distinguished  Congressman  and  distinguished  Federal  judge, 
Sam  Hall. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Duncan. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Just  two  brief  thoughts,  Greg.  My  first  impression  was  that 
you've  got  two  hard  acts  to  follow  in  representing  this  area  in  Lyn- 
don Johnson  and  Jake  Pickle,  but  I  know  you'll  do  it  very  well. 
Also,  it  is  good  timing  to  have  you  testify  about  this  courthouse 
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here  today  because  you  have  the  top  administrators  and  officials  of 
the  GSA  sitting  behind  you  hearing  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Laughlin.  I  hope  they  do  a  good  job.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Duncan.  We  will  certainly  look  into  this.  How  far  is  Bastrop 
County  from  Austin? 

Mr.  Laughlin.  It  is  about  35  miles.  My  memory  is  the  traveling 
distance  from  the  penitentiary  to  Austin  would  be  about  40  miles, 
but  once  you  get  into  the  edge  of  Austin,  because  of  the  tremendous 
growth  in  population  there  in  the  last  20  years,  you're  talking 
about  additional  time  delays.  It  is  a  country  road  drive  from  the 
penitentiary  to  downtown  Bastrop.  I'm  not  submitting  that  the 
GSA  ought  to  come  back  with  a  report  that  the  Federal  courthouse 
ought  to  be  in  downtown.  Frankly,  anyplace  they  would  locate  it 
would  be  an  improvement  over  the  existing  condition  and  expense 
that  we  bear  in  transporting  the  prisoners  to  Austin. 

The  other  point  that  Judge  Nowlin  points  out  is  a  substantial 
number  of  the  jurors  that  are  called  for  Federal  jury  service  come 
from  these  counties  and  I  think  it  is  appropriate  that  we  take  that 
into  consideration  also. 

Mr.  Duncan.  All  right.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Laughlin.  Mr.  Duncan,  on  that  point,  I  would  like  to  say  I 
think  it  is  incumbent  upon  government  to  take  services  to  the  rural 
areas  also  when  there  is  justification.  I  have  a  very  large  congres- 
sional district  that  I  represent  and  many  of  my  Federal  jurors  drive 
in  excess  of  100  miles  just  to  do  Federal  jury  service.  In  this  in- 
stance, you  have  justification  with  the  tremendous  caseload  coming 
from  the  penitentiary,  not  even  counting  all  the  other  Federal  ac- 
tions that  would  be  in  the  rural  counties. 

Mr.  Duncan.  I  can  tell  you  that  I  have  said  ever  since  I  have 
been  here  that  I  think  some  of  these  departments  and  agencies  we 
should  move  out  of  Washington  and  into  the  small  towns  and  rural 
areas  of  the  country  because  I  think  it  would,  as  you  say,  bring  the 
Government  home  to  the  people,  but  also  help  redevelop  some  of 
those  areas  and  strengthen  the  economy  in  some  of  them.  I  don't 
know  why  we  need  to  always  go  into  just  the  largest  cities  where 
it  is  the  most  costly  to  build  some  of  these  buildings. 

Mr.  Laughlin.  As  you  know,  Austin  is  the  State  Capital  of  my 
State  and  under  many  State  laws,  jurisdiction  for  many  actions  lie 
in  Austin.  I  think  it's  simple  at  times  for  us  to  cause  everything 
to  have  to  take  place  either  in  the  State  capital,  the  Nation's  cap- 
ital, or  the  largest  cities  that  we  can  find.  These  same  legal  serv- 
ices can  be  delivered  in  our  rural  counties.  Bastrop  is  not  a  county 
of  3,000  or  4,000  people;  it's  about  38,000  to  40,000,  not  counting 
the  other  counties  nearby.  I  think  that  it  is  necessary  that  GSA 
take  a  look  at  all  the  merit  here  and  hopefully  they  will  find  the 
justification  and  the  saving  of  money. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Ms.  Norton. 

Ms.  Norton.  As  difficult  as  these  issues  are  for  us,  I  do  think 
that  Mr.  Laughlin  has  made  a  case  for  investigation.  I  think  the 
committee  ought  to  look  especially  at  what  you've  asked. 

Mr.  Laughlin.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Norton. 
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Mr.  Traficant.  I  think  if  we  let  Mr.  Laughlin  go  any  further, 
he'll  take  the  Washington  Monument  and  put  it  next  to  that  peni- 
tentiary. [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Laughlin.  Actually,  not  far  away  from  my  district  is  the  San 
Jacinto  Monument.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Laughlin.  It  stands  in  tribute  to  the  independence  of  Texas 
as  a  nation  and  it  does  stand  taller  than  the  Washington  Monu- 
ment. [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Traficant.  Let  me  ask  you  one  question.  Congressman. 
Might  you  have  some  land  you  could  contribute  towards  this 
project? 

Mr.  Laughlin.  I'm  sure,  Mr.  Traficant,  if  the  GSA  were  to  direct 
that  take  place,  I  would  be  happy  to  have  the  community  leader- 
ship take  a  look  at  finding  someone  that  would  donate  the  land. 
There  is  Government-owned  land  in  Bastrop  County,  I  just  can't 
tell  you  where  it  is.  As  you  know,  under  the  terms  of  Texas  joining 
the  Union,  we  retained  ownership  of  all  our  public  lands  and  I  do 
know  the  State  owns  some  land  in  the  County,  I  just  can't  tell  you 
where  it  is.  I  don't  think  that  would  be  an  obstacle  and  if  the  com- 
mittee would  like,  I  will  certainly  initiate  that  sort  of  interest. 

I  will  also  publicly  state  that  I  own  absolutely  not  one  square 
inch  of  land  in  that  county.  I  wish  I  did  because  it  is  a  beautiful 
county. 

Mr.  Traficant.  We  agree  with  you  that  sometimes  constituents 
have  to  drive  an  awfully  long  way  and  not  all  projects  have  to  be 
located  in  the  bigger  cities.  We  agree  with  much  of  your  testimony 
and  I  concur  with  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Duncan  and  Ms.  Norton.  We 
will  keep  you  apprised. 

I  want  to  thank  you  for  being  here  and  we  appreciate  your  testi- 
mony. All  your  information  will  be  entered  into  the  record. 

Mr.  Laughlin.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Duncan  and  thank  you,  Ms.  Nor- 
ton. 

[Mr.  Laughlin's  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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BASTROP  COUNTY  COURTHOUSE 

1 1B  SURVEY 
CONGRESSMAN  GREG  LAUGHLIN 
APRIL  21,  1994 
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MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THANK  YOU  FOR 
THIS  OPPORTUNITY  TO  PRESENT  MY 
REQUEST  THAT  THE  GSA  CONDUCT 
AN  1 1B  SURVEY  STUDY  ON  THE 
NEED  FOR  A  FEDERAL  COURTHOUSE 
FACILITY  IN  BASTROP  COUNTY  TO 
SERVE  THE  AUSTIN  DIVISION  IN  THE 
WESTERN  DISTRICT  OF  TEXAS. 
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I  WOULD  ASK  THAT  THE  LETTER 
FROM  JUDGE  NOWLIN  AND 
MARSHALL  JONAS  BE  ENTERED  INTO 
THE  RECORD. 


I  HAVE  TAKEN  THE  LIBERTY  OF 
ATTACHING  A  COPY  OF  EACH  OF 
THEIR  LETTER  TO  MY  TESTIMONY 
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AS  YOU  WILL  NOTE,  DUE  TO  AN 
INCREASE  IN  POPULATION  AND  CASE 
DOCKETS,  I  BELIEVE  THAT  THE  GSA 
WILL  FIND  THAT  THE  THERE  IS  A 
SUBSTANTIAL  NEED  FOR  THIS 
FACILITY. 
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AS  JUDGE  NOWLIN  NOTED  IN  HIS 
LETTER,  THE  AUSTIN  DIVISION  NOW 
HAS  TWO  ACTIVE  FEDERAL  JUDGES, 
TWO  FULL  TIME  UNITED  STATES 
MAGISTRATES,  AND  TWO  FULL  TIME 
UNITED  STATES  BANKRUPTCY 
JUDGES- 
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THE  CURRENT  SPACE  THAT  IS 
AVAILABLE  IS  SIMPLY  NOT 
ADEQUATE  TO  FACILITATE  THE 
COURT'S  ACTIVITIES. 


IN  ADDITION,  DUE  TO  DIFFICULTY  IN 
OBTAINING  LONG-TERM  DETENTION 
SPACE  FOR  THE  U.S.  MARSHALL'S 
PRISONERS,   THEY  HAVE  HAD  HOUSE 
THESE  PRISONERS  AT  A  COST  OF  $40 
PER  DAY. 
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THE  SHERIFF  OF  BASTROP  COUNTY 
HAS  INDICATED  THAT  HE  WOULD  BE 
WILLING  TO  ENTER  INTO  A  LONG 
TERM  AGREEMENT  WITH  THE  U.S. 
GOVERNMENT  TO  HOUSE  THESE 
PRISONERS  WHICH  WOULD  SAVE  THE 
FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  AN 
ESTIMATED  $200,000  PER  YEAR. 


40 

BY  BUILDING  AN  ADDITIONAL 
FACILITY  IN  BASTROP  COUNTY,  THE 
FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  WOULD  BE 
ABLE  TO  REALIZE  A  SUBSTANTIAL 
SAVINGS  IN  BOTH  TIME  AND  MONEY 
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UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 

WESTERN  DISTRICT  OK  TEXAS 

200  WEST  8TH  STREET 

AUSTIN,  TEXAS  78701 

March       28,        1994 


The  Honorable  Greg  Laughlin,  MC 
United  States  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.  C.  20515 

Re:  Proposed  United  States  Court  Annex 
Facility  in  Bastrop,  Texas 

Dear  Congressman  Laughlin: 

Based  upon  your  recent  request  I  am  happy  to  comment 
upon  the  proposal  to  construct  a  federal  trial  court  annex 
for  the  Austin  Division,  Western  District  of  Texas  in 
Bastrop  County,  Texas.   As  you  are  aware,  the  Austin  Division 
trial  dockets  have  grown  tremendously  over  the  past  8-10  years 
and  that  increase,  along  with  the  increase  in  area  population 
and  federal  agents  and  prosecutors,  is  expected  to  continue. 
We  now  have  two  (2)  federal  district  judges  active  in  the 
Austin  Division,  two  (2)  full  time  United  States  Magistrates, 
and  two  (2)  full  time  United  States  Bankruptcy  Judges.   J^'^^e 
Sam  Sparks  now  occupies  temporary  chambers  and  court  facilities 
originally  planned  for  Bankruptcy  Court  use.   Costly  renovation 
of  the  United  States  Court  in  Austin  is  presently  planned 
in  order  to  provide  Judge  Sparks  with  permanent  space.   Needless 
to  say  we  have  a  serious  space  problem  for  current  resident 
and  visiting  federal  trial  judges  in  an  area  of  growing  dockets 
and  population. 

Since  the  17  county  Austin  Division  is  quite  large 
geographically  many  prospective  jurors  and  other  interested 
parties  must  now  travel  from  afar  to  attend  federal  trial 
court  proceedings.   A  facility  including  courtroom  and 
chambers  along  with  space  for  related  court  clerk  functions 
in  Bastrop  County,  Texas  would  greatly  alleviate  the  current 
and  prospective  trial  court  space  problems  in  the  Austin  Divisior 
I  would  be  happy  to  make  the  Bastrop  facility  my  permanent 
duty  station  and  transfer  my  current  full  court  docket  to 
that  location  if  adequate  facilities  were  constructed  there. 
Since  the  Bastrop  location  would  only  be  approximately  28  miles 
from  the  Austin  facility  and  easily  accessible  for  persons 
in  the  16  rural/suburban  counties  surrounding  Travis  County 
no  inconvenience  or  hardship  would  result  to  lawyers,  litigants 
or  interested  persons  through  the  Bastrop  County  location. 

Perhaps  the  most  significant  aspect  of  providing 
federal  trial  court  facilities  in  Bastrop  County  is  the 
real  prospect  for  substantial  cost  savings  to  the  U.S. 
Marshal's  Service.   Travis  County  (Austin)  does  not  provide 
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The  HonorableS  Greg  Laughlin 
March  28,  1994 


Page   Two 


county  jail  space  to  federal  pre-trial  detainees.   Those  detainees 
must  now  be  housed  in  surrounding  rural/suburban  county  facilities 
through  contract  with  the  Marshal'  Service.   The  current  price 
under  most  contracts  in  this  area  is  around  $40  per  day  per 
federal  prisoner  paid  by  the  federal  government  to  the  county 
providing  space. 

Because  of  the  availability  of  space  in  the  Bastrop  County 
Jail  as  well  as  the  close  proximity  of  the  Federal  Correctional 
Institution  at  Bastrop  major  cost  savings  would  result  from  the 
availability  and  use  of  federal  trial  court  facilities  in 
the  Bastrop  area.   The  Marshal  for  the  Western  District  has 
estimated  that  those  cost  savings  could  be  as  high  as  $200,000 
per  year  for  a  Bastrop  court  facility. 

Since  federal  court  facilities  in  Bastrop  County  would 
relieve  the  critical  space  shortage  problems  now  existant  in 
Austin,  Texas  as  well  as  present  significant  opportunities 
to  conserve  scarce  federal  funds  and  maximize  court  efficiency 
I  can  fully  support  your  efforts  to  obtain  congressional 
support  and  approval  for  these  facilities.   Should  you 
require  additional  information  please  do  not  hesitate  to 
contact  me. 


Thanking  you  for  the  opportunity  to  express  my  views 
on  this  matter,  I  am 


awlin 
Jnited  States  District  Judge 
Western  District  of  Texas 
Austin  Division 
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U.S.  Department  of  Justice 

United  States  Marshals  Service 
Western  District  of  Texas 


February   18,    1994 


United  Stales  Counhouse 
Rnim  235 

655  East  Duranyct  Blvd. 
San  Anionio.   Texas  78206 


The  Honorable  James  R.  Nowlin 
United  States  District  Judge 
Western  District  of  Texas 
200  West  8th  Street 
Austin,  Te:ias   7C7C1 

Dear  Judge  Nowlin: 

I  read  with  great  interest  your  letter  of  February  15,  1994, 
indicating  that  Congressman  Greg  Laughlin  and  others  at  Bastrop, 
Texas,  were  considering  the  possibility  of  placing  an  Austin 
Division  court  annex  within  the  structure  of  the  new  U.S.  Post 
Office  building  to  be  constructed  at  Bastrop. 

You  are  aware  that  we  are  unable  to  obtain  any  long-term  detention 
space  at  Travis  County  for  the  purpose  of  housing  U.S.  Marshal's 
prisoners.  You  are  also  aware  that  currently  we  are  utilizing  the 
Hays  County  Jail,  Bastrop  County  Jail  and  periodically  the 
Williamson  County  Jail  for  the  housing  of  Marshal's  prisoners  that 
are  required  to  be  produced  for  court  at  Austin.  We  were 
previously  able  to  utilize  a  pretrial  detention  unit  at  the  Federal 
Correctional  Institution  at  Bastrop.  That  pretrial  unit  was  shut 
down  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Prisons,  since  they  really  do  not  have 
space  or  facilities  suited  to  support  us  at  FCI  Bastrop. 

Bastrop  County  Sheriff,  Fred  Hoskins,  has  indicated  his  interest  in 
a  long-term  relationship  with  the  U.S.  Marshals  Service  in  the 
housing  of  U.S.  Government  prisoners  at  a  reasonable  cost.  He  has 
also  indicated  an  interest  in  providing  the  U.S.  Marshal  with 
transportation  for  prisoners  to  and  from  court  proceedings. 


The  potential  for 
a  court  annex  at 
housing  be  worked 
Intergovernmental 
Bastrop  County,  a 
the  Government  in 


savings  which  would  be  incurred  should  there  be 
Bastrop,  Texas,  and  should  long-term  prisoner 
out  with  Sheriff  Hoskins,  based  on  an  existing 
Agreement  between  the  U.S.  Marshals  Service  and 
substantial  savings  could  result  on  the  part  of 
supporting  a  court  there. 


Estimated  savings  could  be  in  the  neighborhood  of  $200  thousand 
dollars  ($200,000.00)  per  year  in  overhead  and  support  cost 
including  overtime  paid  to  deputies  in  the  transportation  of 
prisoners.  Additional  savings  would  be  accomplished  by  the 
elimination  of  the  eighty  miles  round  trip  driven  each  day  and  the 
reduction  of  the  needs  of  the  district  for  one  prisoner  van 
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dedicated  to  support  the  court.  Other  savings  which  would  be 
related  to  the  Marshals  Service  include  investigative 
responsibilities  concerning  responding  to  escapes  at  FCI  Bastrop, 
and  other  issues  arising  out  of  having  deputies  close  to  the 
Bastrop  Institution  rather  than  located  in  Austin. 

Initiatives  of  Congressman  Laughlin's  does  seem  to  have  a  great 
potential  for  a  positive  effect  on  the  future  of  not  only  the 
Austin  Division  but  the  entire  Marshals  Service  as  it  strives  to 
serves  the  judges  in  the  Western  District  of  Texas. 

Thanks  for  your  giving  me  an  opportunity  to  respond  to  this  matter. 
Very  truly  yours, 


WILLIAM  J.  J&dkS^  JR. 
United  States  Marshal 
Western  District  of  Texas 
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Mr.  Traficant.  I'd  ask  unanimous  consent  that  Mr.  Lightfoot  be 
given  the  opportunity  to  testify.  Due  to  whatever  process  went 
awry,  he  was  not  placed  on  the  agenda,  but  I  would  ask  that  he 
be  incorporated  into  the  agenda  and  be  allowed  to  testify  at  this 
point. 

Without  objection,  so  ordered. 

Jim,  welcome.  Good  morning  and  good  to  see  you. 

TESTIMONY  OF  HON.  JIM  LIGHTFOOT,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  IOWA 

Mr.  Lightfoot.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Good  morning.  You  guys  get  up  and  start  before  breakfast,  don't 
you?  It's  not  a  bad  idea.  Maybe  it's  something  we  should  adopt 
around  here  and  we  would  get  done  at  a  decent  time. 

I  appreciate  you  making  the  exception  here  this  morning,  par- 
ticularly on  such  short  notice.  It  is  always  a  pleasure  to  appear  be- 
fore the  subcommittee.  I  will  be  very  brief  today. 

I  have  two  requests.  The  first  one  involves  a  rather  unusual  situ- 
ation with  the  USDA  facility  in  Ames,  Iowa.  It  is  the  National  Vet- 
erinary Services  Laboratory  complex.  For  17  years  now,  it  has 
sought  some  very  badly-needed  renovations  and  expansion.  Unfor- 
tunately, no  request  for  funding  these  renovations  have  been  ap- 
proved and  to  complicate  the  situation,  the  Inspector  General  may 
shortly  be  issuing  a  report  that  will  be  quite  critical  of  the  facili- 
ties. 

The  space  is  under  delegation  to  USDA  and  after  discussions 
with  numerous  individuals  involved,  I  think  that  APHIS  may  be 
amenable  to  seeking  some  other  alternatives  to  finance  the  renova- 
tions. Concerns  for  the  housing  of  the  affected  employees  have  led 
me  to  your  subcommittee  to  request  a  study  by  GSA  on  the  space 
and  renovations  that  currently  are  needed. 

I  would  respectfully  ask  the  subcommittee  to  direct  the  GSA  to 
conduct  an  analysis  of  the  space  and  to  provide  the  subcommittee 
with  an  estimate  of  the  cost  to  repair  and  provide  adequate  space 
for  the  employees  that  are  affected. 

The  second  request  is  a  follow-up  to  a  request  I  made  before  this 
subcommittee  last  year.  At  my  request,  the  committee  did  direct 
the  GSA  to  do  an  11(b)  report  on  Federal  space  needs  in  the  City 
of  Ames.  Earlier  this  year,  GSA  completed  that  study  and  regret- 
fully, I  feel  that  study  is  quite  inadequate  and  in  my  view,  contains 
very  serious  flaws. 

The  11(b)  report  highlighted  numerous  problems  with  the  cur- 
rent space  availability  in  Ames  but  it  erroneously  concluded  there 
is  no  need  for  an  improvement  in  the  situation.  I  totally  disagree 
as  do  many  other  people  who  reviewed  this  situation  and  report. 
For  example,  when  we  were  looking  for  office  space  to  put  a  con- 
gressional office  there,  there  was  absolutely  nothing  that  was 
handicapped  accessible  and  much  of  the  Federal  space  in  Ames,  if 
you're  in  a  wheelchair  or  handicapped  in  any  way,  you  can't  even 
get  in  the  place  because  they  are  on  second  and  third  floors  with 
no  handicapped  access. 

I've  twice  followed  up  that  11(b)  report  with  letters  requesting 
that  GSA  provide  further  information  and  I  would  like  to  provide 
for  the  record  copies  of  the  letters  that  we  sent  to  the  GSA,  and 
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also  ask  the  subcommittee  to  direct  GSA  to  approve  another  11(b) 
request,  instructing  them  to  do  a  more  thorough  job  this  time.  I 
would  be  happy  to  provide  the  committee  with  any  additional  de- 
tails on  both  these  matters. 

Again,  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here 
on  short  notice.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  to  address  both 
of  these  situations. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Thank  you,  Jim. 

Mr.  Duncan. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Mr.  Lightfoot,  thank  you  for  coming.  It's  an  honor 
to  have  Jim  with  us.  Certainly,  I  agree  that  we  should  look  into 
these  things  and  see  where  we  stand.  I  would  be  glad  to  support 
that. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Lightfoot.  I  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Ms.  Norton. 

Ms.  Norton.  Mr.  Lightfoot,  we'd  be  glad  to  look  into  the  matters 
you've  raised. 

Mr.  Lightfoot.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Norton.  I  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Traficant.  I'd  like  to  say  this.  We  appreciate  all  the  help 
that  you  have  given  us  as  the  Ranking  Minority  Member  of  the  Ap- 
propriations Subcommittee  that  Mr.  Hoyer  chairs,  you  have  always 
helped  us.  You've  directed  us  properly  and  we  appreciate  your  fair- 
ness. You  will  find  reciprocity  in  this  subcommittee. 

We  appreciate  you  being  here  and  the  great  job  that  you  are 
doing.  I  hope  that  before  this  is  finished,  we  might  even  be  able 
to  change  the  tax  law  on  the  burden  of  proof.  Then  I  may  really 
need  your  help,  Mr.  Lightfoot. 

I  want  to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Duncan  and 
Ms.  Norton.  We  will  move  on  your  request,  sir. 

Mr.  Lightfoot.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Again,  I  appreciate 
you  accommodating  me  on  such  short  notice  and  I  think  we  both 
are  singing  from  the  same  song  sheet  as  far  as  who  should  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  burden  of  proof.  That  is  a  very  critical  issue  and 
I  look  forward  to  working  on  it  with  you. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Thank  you,  Jim.  Thanks  for  being  here. 

[Mr.  Lightfoot's  prepared  statement  follows.] 
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STATEMENT  BY  CONGRESSMAN  JIM  LIGHTFOOT 

APRIL  21,  1994 

BEFORE  HOUSE  PUBLIC  WORKS  AND  TRANSPORTATION 
SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  AND  GROUNDS 

THANK  YOU,  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  AND  MR.  DUNCAN.   IT'S  ALWAYS  A 
PLEASURE  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOUR  SUBCOMMITTEE.   I  WILL  BE  BRIEF 
TODAY.   I  HAVE  TWO  REQUESTS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE,  BOTH  AFFECTING 
THE  CITY  OF  AMES,  IOWA. 

THE  FIRST  REQUEST  INVOLVES  A  RATHER  UNUSUAL  SITUATION  WITH  A 
USDA  FACILITY.   THE  NATIONAL  VETERINARY  SERVICES  LABORATORIES 
COMPLEX  IN  AMES  HAS  FOR  17  YEARS  SOUGHT  BADLY  NEEDED  RENOVATIONS 
AND  EXPANSION.   UNFORTITNATELY ,  NO  REQUESTS  FOR  FUNDING  THESE 
RENOVATIONS  HAVE  BEEN  APPROVED.   TO  COMPLICATE  THE  SITUATION,  I 
UNDERSTAND  THE  INSPECTOR  GENERAL  MAY  SHORTLY  BE  ISSUING  A  REPORT 
THAT  IS  QUITE  CRITICAL  OF  THE  FACILITIES.   WHILE  THIS  SPACE  IS 
UNDER  DELEGATION  TO  USDA,  IN  DISCUSSIONS  WITH  NUMEROUS 
INDIVIDUALS  INVOLVED,  I  BELIEVE  APHIS  MAY  BE  AMENABLE  TO  US 
SEEKING  OTHER  ALTERNATIVES  TO  FINANCE  THESE  RENOVATIONS.   MY 
CONCERNS  FOR  THE  HOUSING  OF  THE  AFFECTED  EMPLOYEES  HAS  LED  ME  TO 
YOUR  SUBCOMMITTEE  TO  REQUEST  A  STUDY  BY  GSA  ON  THE  SPACE  AND 
RENOVATIONS  NEEDS  WHICH  CURRENTLY  EXIST.   I  WOULD  RESPECTFULLY 
ASK  YOUR  SUBCOMMITTEE  TO  DIRECT  GSA  TO  CONDUCT  AN  ANALYSIS  OF 
THIS  SPACE  AND  PROVIDE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  WITH  AN  ESTIMATE  OF  THE 
COST  TO  REPAIR  AND  PROVIDE  ADEQUATE  SPACE  FOR  THE  EMPLOYEES 
AFFECTED. 

THE  SECOND  REQUEST  I  HAVE  IS  A  FOLLOW-UP  TO  A  REQUEST  I  MADE 
BEFORE  YOUR  SUBCOMMITTEE  LAST  YEAR.   LAST  YEAR,  AT  MY  REQUEST, 
THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  DIRECTED  GSA  TO  PREPARE  AN  11(B)  REPORT  ON 
FEDERAL  SPACE  NEEDS  IN  THE  CITY  OF  AMES.   EARLIER  THIS  YEAR,  GSA 
COMPLETED  THAT  STUDY.   REGRETFULLY,  THAT  STUDY  IS  INADEQUATE,  AND 
IN  MY  VIEW,  CONTAINS  SERIOUS  FLAWS.   ALTHOUGH  THE  11(B)  REPORT 
HIGHLIGHTED  NUMEROUS  PROBLEMS  WITH  THE  CURRENT  SPACE  AVAILABILITY 
IN  AMES,  IT  ERONEOUSLY  CONCLUDED  THERE  IS  NO  NEED  FOR  AN 
IMPROVEMENT  IN  THE  SITUATION.   I  DISAGREE,  AS  DO  OTHER  PEOPLE  WHO 
HAVE  REVIEWED  THE  SITUATION.   I  HAVE  TWICE  FOLLOWED  UP  THAT  11(B) 
REPORT  WITH  LETTERS  REQUESTING  THAT  GSA  PROVIDE  FURTHER 
INFORMATION.   I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  PROVIDE  FOR  THE  RECORD  COPIES  OF  MY 
LETTERS  TO  GSA  ON  THE  MATTER.   I  WOULD  ASK  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  TO 
DIRECT  GSA  TO  APPROVE  ANOTHER  11(B)  REQUEST,  INSTRUCTING  GSA  TO 
DO  A  MORE  THOROUGH  JOB. 

I  WILL  BE  HAPPY  TO  PROVIDE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  WITH  ADDITIONAL 
DETAILS  ON  BOTH  OF  THESE  MATTERS.   AGAIN,  THANK  YOU  FOR  THE 
OPPORTUNITY  TO  TESTIFY  ON  SUCH  SHORT  NOTICE.   I  LOOK  FORWARD  TO 
WORKING  WITH  YOU  TO  ADDRESS  BOTH  OF  THESE  FEDERAL  SPACE  NEEDS. 
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Mr.  Traficant.  I  would  now  call  Mr.  Johnson  forward,  for  those 
members  wishing  to  make  an  opening  statement.  Mr.  Duncan. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  won't  take  much  time  with  my  opening  statement  this  morning 
as  we  have  a  very  full  agenda.  However,  I  do  wish  to  make  just 
a  couple  of  observations  and  comments. 

First  of  all,  I  wish  to  compliment  you,  as  always,  for  the  biparti- 
san manner  in  which  you  conduct  this  subcommittee  and  your  will- 
ingness to  include  the  minority  side  in  the  deliberations.  You  are 
a  genuinely  fair  man  and  I  appreciate  that.  All  of  us  on  this  side 
do. 

I  wish  to  welcome  back  to  the  subcommittee,  Roger  Johnson,  the 
Administrator  of  the  General  Services  Administration,  who  will  be 
testifying  on  GSA's  fiscal  year  1995  construction  budget.  I  applaud 
Mr.  Johnson  for  the  $1.2  billion  in  actual  and  potential  cost  savings 
accomplished  through  the  timeout  and  review  process  and  I  encour- 
age him  and  those  who  are  working  with  him  to  present  other  re- 
forms that  will  reduce  the  cost  of  the  Federal  Building  Program. 

While  we  may  agree  at  times  and  disagree  at  others,  we  welcome 
an  Administrator  who  is  trying  to  make  a  difference  in  improving 
the  management  of  one  of  the  most  important  agencies  in  the  en- 
tire Federal  Government.  We  look  forward  to  hearing  the  GSA's  re- 
quest for  funds  to  build,  repair  and  modernize  the  Federal  build- 
ings to  date.  Last  year,  this  subcommittee  approached  the  construc- 
tion request  with  a  skeptical  eye,  especially  with  regard  to  request 
for  funds  to  build  new  courthouses.  About  75  percent  of  last  year's 
appropriation  of  $925  million  was  devoted  to  court  construction. 
This  year,  the  request  is  much  lower  but  the  percentage  is  similar, 
over  80  percent  of  the  fiscal  year  1995  request  is  for  court  planning 
site  acquisition  or  construction. 

My  support  for  the  court  project's  request  to  date  does  not  mean 
that  I  accept  the  proposed  budgets  as  final.  I  reserve  the  right, 
along  with  other  members  of  this  subcommittee,  to  identify  poten- 
tial cost  savings  as  we  progress  and  move  from  site  acquisition,  de- 
sign and  construction  phases  of  each  project. 

In  fact,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish  today  to  urge  GSA  to  seek  donated 
sites  for  new  construction  projects  and  will  lend  my  name  to  a  let- 
ter to  the  Administrator  urging  GSA  to  negotiate  with  localities  for 
the  donation  of  suitable  sites  that  would  not  add  to  the  cost  of  the 
project.  In  the  event  that  sites  cannot  be  donated,  that  we  at  least 
attempt  to  get  some  type  of  local  posture.  I  happen  to  believe  very 
strongly  that  we  are  now  spending  far  too  much  money  on  site  ac- 
quisition and  we  see  that  today.  I  believe  very  strongly  that  almost 
every  city  in  which  we're  placing  a  new  courthouse  if  we  told  those 
cities  that  they  could  not  have  this  courthouse  unless  they  found 
suitable  land  to  be  donated,  we  would  very,  very  quickly  see  appro- 
priate and  suitable  land  donated.  We  have  had  contacts  from  some 
of  the  top  officials  in  one  city  in  particular  that  is  involved  today 
and  substantial  money  is  being  spent  on  site  acquisition  and  we 
have  been  told  that  there  is  land  readily  available  that  would  be 
appropriate  and  could  be  obtained  either  on  a  donated  basis  or  at 
a  much,  much  lower  cost. 

I  wish  also  to  focus  and  just  mention  briefly  the  Phoenix  court- 
house. While  this  project  technically  has  already  received  an  appro- 
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priation  in  the  fiscal  year  1994  Appropriations  Bill,  this  committee 
never  received  a  prospectus  from  GSA  on  this  project.  This  was  a 
case  of  an  unauthorized  project  receiving  funding.  In  December  of 
last  year,  my  staff  visited  Phoenix  and  met  with  officials  of  the 
court  and  GSA.  As  a  result  of  these  meetings,  as  well  as  the  GSA 
timeout  and  review  process,  this  project  was  reduced  from  an  esti- 
mated $200  million  to  the  current  estimate  of  $111  million.  Left 
unchecked,  I  believe  this  project  would  have  remained  at  the  origi- 
nal estimate  but  this  subcommittee's  insistence  on  reducing  the 
cost  of  court  projects  and  receiving  the  cooperation  of  all  parties  in 
this  process  has  led  to  real  savings  in  construction  cost.  I  am 
pleased  that  the  city  did  donate  the  site  for  this  project  and  I  ap- 
preciate the  efforts  of  GSA  in  this  regard. 

Last  year,  as  everyone  knows,  the  GAO  completed  a  study  on  the 
long-term  planning  process  of  the  courts.  It  found  a  need  for  better 
consistency,  accuracy  and  reliability  in  the  process.  I  am  pleased  to 
note  that  at  a  recent  meeting  with  the  courts  and  the  GAO, 
progress  has  been  made  in  all  areas  and  that  cooperation  from  the 
courts  has  been  excellent. 

I  look  forward  to  a  positive  resolution  to  this  issue  and  I  expect 
that  in  future  court  projects,  there  will  be  a  greater  degree  of  com- 
fort that  the  requests  for  funding  have  received  the  scrutiny  of  the 
revised  planning  process  before  its  submission  to  our  subcommittee 
and  the  full  Congress. 

I  look  forward  to  hearing  from  Mr.  Johnson  and  the  GSA  on  its 
continued  efforts  in  this  regard.  I  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  John- 
son, for  being  with  us. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Ms.  Norton. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  want  to  welcome  Mr.  Roger  Johnson,  the  Administrator  of  GSA 
here  once  again  this  morning. 

You,  Mr.  Chairman,  are  due  very  special  thanks  for  planning 
this  hearing  today  on  the  matters  that  are  before  us,  especially  on 
Federal  courthouse  construction  and  repair  and  alteration  projects 
for  fiscal  year  1995. 

For  as  long  as  I  have  been  in  Congress,  this  subcommittee  has 
been  concerned  about  the  escalating  costs  of  Federal  court  con- 
struction, particularly  in  relation  to  GSA's  total  budget  for  new 
Federal  construction.  Therefore,  we  are  gratified  that  through  the 
subcommittee's  insistence,  this  condition  improved  the  administra- 
tive office  of  the  courts.  GAO  and  GSA  finally  have  agreed  on  a 
course  of  action  to  correct  the  practice  of  unmoderated  budget  re- 
quests for  new  court  construction  and  the  results  obtained. 

A  disciplined,  cooperative  approach  to  establishing  space  needs 
for  the  Federal  courts  is  long  overdue.  While  we  recognize  that 
agreeing  to  implement  a  sophisticated,  statistical  model  as  rec- 
ommended by  GAO  was  an  important  first  step  towards 
rationalizing  the  process  of  defining  space  need,  we  nonetheless 
will  remain  vigilant  in  our  oversight  of  the  AG's  long-range  space 
planning. 

As  we  continue  to  review  factors  such  as  caseload,  personnel 
numbers,  and  costs  per  square  foot,  the  subcommittee  will  rely  on 
the  analytical  powers  of  the  GAO  to  help  us  evaluate  the  ongoing 
changes  within  the  AO  as  they  occur.  Federal  court  construction 
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can  no  longer  displace  priorities  more  urgent  or  certainly  equally 
urgent  not  only  in  finding  homes  for  other  agencies  but  in  investing 
in  our  country's  infrastructure,  clean  water  and  rapid  transit,  not 
to  mention  investments  in  the  American  people. 

Chairman  Traficant  also  deserves  a  very  special  condemnation — 
commendation.  [Laughter.] 

I  hope  he  didn't  hear  that.  It  was  not  Freudian,  it's  just  that  he 
calls  hearings  at  8:30  in  the  morning.  [Laughter.] 

Chairman  Traficant,  also  deserves  a  very  special  commendation 
and  thanks  for  his  tenacity  and  long-term  commitment  to  moving 
the  scoring  bill,  H.R.  2680,  to  full  committee.  By  eliminating  the 
application  of  Federal  scorekeeping  rules  to  real  estate  trans- 
actions, the  legislation  will  provide  GSA  the  flexibility  to  consider 
and  propose  to  Congress  the  most  economically  efficient  methods 
for  financing  Federal  real  estate  transactions.  Chairman  Traficant 
has  learned  something  about  a  problem  that  is  costing  the  tax- 
payers billions  of  dollars  and  about  which  those  before  him  only 
talked  rather  than  acted.  In  combination  with  an  unaltered  Federal 
building  fund  and  the  Opportunity  Purchasing  Fund,  H.R.  2680 
provides  an  effective  alternative  to  capital  spending.  There  is  no 
bill  more  important  to  GSA  than  H.R.  2680. 

I  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

]VIr.  Traficant.  Okay,  IVIs.  Norton,  I  accept  your  condemnation 
with  reservation. 

I  have  a  few  comments  regarding  the  GSA  fiscal  year  1995  Con- 
struction Program.  They  focus  mainly  on  court  construction  and 
special  use  space. 

As  members  of  the  subcommittee  are  aware,  I've  been  involved 
with  GSA  and  the  Administrative  Office  of  the  Courts  for  2  years 
working  with  them  to  develop  a  comprehensive  management  plan 
and  a  more  specific  space  requirement  and  statistical  model.  Jerry 
Thacker  has  been  a  tremendous  help  to  our  subcommittee  and  has 
been  straightforward  with  us. 

Since  the  subcommittee's  hearing  in  October,  the  Administrative 
Office  of  the  Courts  has  moved  forward  to  address  many  of  the  is- 
sues raised  in  the  GAO  report  which  reviewed  the  court  space  plan- 
ning methodology.  In  order  to  improve  the  consistency  of  their  long- 
range  planning  process,  the  AOC  has  updated  all  of  its  plans  in 
terms  of  datagathering  techniques,  caseload  forecasts,  planning 
procedures  and  supporting  documentation.  They  have  also  updated 
all  site  projections. 

Additionally,  the  AOC  is  in  the  process  of  updating  the  "Any 
Court"  model  in  the  planning  process.  Much  progress  has  been 
made.  The  AOC  and  GAO  are  to  be  commended  for  their  serious 
efforts  to  reach  accord  on  several  difficult  issues.  The  subcommittee 
will  continue  to  monitor  the  court  construction  program  and  will  be 
requesting  additional  analytical  support  from  GAO. 

Phoenix  was  funded  without  an  authorization.  That  was  unusual. 
The  subcommittee  will  hopefully  never  allow  that  to  happen  again, 
regardless  of  what  side  of  the  city  that  should  come  from.  I  want 
to  commend  Mr.  Duncan  for  his  efforts  and  also  say  that  I  will  be 
working  with  him  in  closely  monitoring  some  of  the  concerns  that 
he  has. 
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I  have  some  specific  statements  regarding  the  GSA  program.  I 
am  recommending  that  no  additional  design  funds  be  authorized. 
The  subcommittee  will  continue  to  monitor  per  square  foot  cost  for 
courts  as  Ms.  Norton  has  stated  so  eloquently.  The  subcommittee 
expects  to  see  an  overall  drop  in  cost  of  court  buildings  as  other 
advanced  statistical  models  are  developed  and  used  to  more  accu- 
rately predict  space  requirements  based  on  caseload  and  personnel. 

The  subcommittee  will  continue  to  encourage  the  donation  of  po- 
tential sites  for  future  court  construction.  Mr.  Duncan's  concerns 
are  heard  by  this  chairman  and  the  donation  practice  will  be  a 
practice  that  this  subcommittee  will  engage  in  on  an  active  basis 
on  each  and  every  project.  I  want  to  commend  Mr.  Duncan  for  this 
activity. 

The  subcommittee  will  move  forward  with  H.R.  2680,  the  scoring 
bill.  We  believe  that  GSA  can  use  the  Federal  Buildings  Fund,  com- 
bined with  flexible  financing  mechanisms,  to  achieve  the  goal  of  in- 
creasing Federal  ownership  without  being  held  captive  by  the  va- 
garies of  discretionary  line  item  requests.  I  will  have  more  specific 
questions  later  in  the  proceeding.  We  want  Mr.  Johnson,  the  Ad- 
ministrator of  GSA  and  Mr.  Kimbrough,  to  be  armed  with  every 
tool  in  the  marketplace.  That  is  our  goal. 

Mr.  Johnson,  before  you  start,  we  notice  that  you  have  Commis- 
sioner Ken  Kimbrough  here  from  Public  Building  Service.  If  you 
wish,  Mr.  Kimbrough  is  welcome  to  join  you  at  the  table.  We  wel- 
come you.  Thank  you  for  being  with  us  at  such  an  early  hour  and 
for  waiting  through  this  testimony. 

TESTIMONY  OF  HON.  ROGER  W.  JOHNSON,  ADMINISTRATOR, 
GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION,  ACCOMPANIED  BY 
KENNITH  KIMBROUGH,  COMMISSIONER,  PUBLIC  BUILDING 
SERVICE 

Mr.  Johnson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  very  good  to  be 
here. 

I  would  appreciate  it  if,  after  opening  comments,  I  yield  my  chair 
to  Mr.  Kimbrough.  He  is  quite  competent  to  handle  a  lot  of  the  de- 
tailed questions. 

I'd  like  to  enter  my  written  comments  for  the  record,  if  I  may. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Without  objection,  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Johnson.  And  make  a  couple  of  broader  comments.  Mr. 
Kimbrough  is  here  with  a  great  staff  behind  him  to  help  answer 
all  of  your  questions,  specifically  about  this  year's  program. 

However,  although  I  think  this  1995  budget  submission  on  our 
part  is  as  good  a  balance  of  prudent  cost-cutting  and  meeting  our 
Federal  housing  requirements,  I  continue  to  be  frustrated  because 
the  budget  process,  as  you  well  have  pointed  out,  just  does  not 
allow  the  GSA  to  make  the  common  sense  financial  decisions  that 
any  normal  person  would  make. 

As  you  well  know,  in  order  to  reduce  the  life  cycle  costs  of  the 
Federal  Government's  real  property,  we  need  to  have  a  full  set  of 
real  estate  acquisition  methods  available  to  us  and  the  flexibility 
to  use  those  tools.  I  believe  it  is  unfortunately  unlikely  from  what 
I  can  tell  that  we  will  have  that  ability  in  this  year's  budget.  We 
will  not  stop  trying,  however.  I  know  the  Chairman  certainly  is  not 
going  to  stop  trying. 
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The  Federal  budget  should  be  restructured  to  recognize  the  spe- 
cial nature  and  long-term  benefits  of  capital  investment  in  real  es- 
tate and  should  ensure  that  there  is  no  budgetary  bias  against 
proper  investment  decisions.  The  scoring  rules  need  to  be  reviewed 
with  the  objective  of  ensuring  that  real  estate  is  acquired  at  the 
lowest  possible  cost  to  the  American  taxpayer. 

The  request,  which  we  will  discuss  later  and  you  have  several 
questions  on,  for  $1  billion  for  lease  conversion  to  ownership  is,  in 
itself,  a  pretty  sad  compromise,  severely  limited  in  size  just  in 
order  to  comply  with  scoring  rules.  It  now  appears  that  those  scor- 
ing rules  are  constraining  the  appropriator's  ability  to  even  fund 
that  reduced  request  for  lease  conversion,  thereby  reducing  the  op- 
portunity of  savings  to  the  American  people  by  billions  of  dollars. 
Most  recent  actions  by  the  Budget  Committees  have  limited  this 
program  now  to  $699  million  from  the  $1  billion  compromise  in  the 
first  place. 

My  review  of  the  existing  GSA  portfolio  and  current  market  con- 
ditions clearly  indicates  that  there  are  many,  many  other  space  re- 
quirements that  could  be  satisfied  through  lease  conversion,  satis- 
fying the  space  needs,  and  significantly  reducing  the  long-term 
costs  to  the  American  taxpayer,  but  we  just  won't  be  able  to  get  at 
it  at  all  with  the  rules  as  they  sit.  In  other  words,  we  are  not  al- 
lowed to  make  common  sense  decisions. 

While  I  recognize  that  direct-funded  purchase  of  new  construc- 
tion is  the  cheapest  acquisition  method  for  Federal  Government,  I 
recognize  also  that  cash  is  not  always  available  and  when  it  is  not 
available,  the  next  best  economic  alternative  should  be  imple- 
mented. For  example,  if  GSA  were  to  accomplish  this  same  $1  bil- 
lion lease  program  through  lease  purchase,  annual  outlays  for  one 
year  would  be  certainly  less  than  leasing.  In  other  words,  we'd  re- 
turn cash  on  cash  in  year  one,  so  the  outlays  in  the  first  year  would 
be  reduced.  Where  I  come  from,  it's  the  cash  you  have  got  or 
haven't  got  that  makes  the  difference,  not  what  you're  thinking 
about.  Even  larger  savings  can  be  achieved  if  a  full  set  of  require- 
ments can  be  satisfied  through  this  method. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  a  budget  today  that  you  will  be  consider- 
ing, along  with  your  colleagues,  that  I  think  is  the  best  balance  we 
can  achieve  within  the  rules  we  have  to  play  by.  I  think  that  there 
are  no  rules,  however,  no  matter  how  well  intended  or  how  good 
they  are  for  most  situations,  that  if  in  certain  other  situations,  they 
serve  to  be  detrimental.  I  see  no  reason  why  we  can't  change  the 
detrimental  part  and  still  save  that  part  which  is  good.  I  under- 
stand there  is  serious  concern  and  I  think  those  who  are  here  in 
this  town  for  a  long  time  and  are  professionals  would  acknowledge 
that  there  are  legitimate  concerns  in  opening  up  some  of  these 
laws. 

I  believe,  however,  from  the  American  taxpayers'  standpoint, 
that  we  have  to  find  a  way  to  be  able  to  change  what  is  not  proper 
and  maintain  what  is  good.  So  we  will  be  supporting  working  with 
you  in  all  of  those  areas  as  we  go  forward. 

If  I  may,  I  will  answer  questions  but  if  not,  I  would  yield  the 
chair  to  Mr.  Kimbrough. 

Mr.  Traficant.  That  would  be  fine. 
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Mr.  Kimbrough,  welcome,  sir.  Do  you  have  a  statement  that 
you'd  Hke  to  make  to  the  subcommittee? 

Mr.  Kimbrough.  No,  sir.  We  can  move  right  into  the  questions. 

Mr.  Traficant.  We  welcome  you  here.  Before  we  move  forward 
with  any  questions,  we'd  like  to  say  this.  Mr.  Johnson  talked  about 
sometimes  decisions  don't  seem  to  be  normal  in  Washington  and  at 
times,  there  is  just  no  normalcy  down  here,  sir,  and  other  times, 
you  are  not  allowed  to  make  common  sense  decisions  and  again, 
sometimes  there  is  just  no  common  sense  in  Washington.  So  I 
think  we  concur  with  Mr.  Johnson. 

I  will  say  this.  Although  there  are  some  repercussions,  there  is 
no  change  without  those  types  of  repercussions.  I  will  say  this — 
change  is  absolutely  necessary.  We  do  business  like  a  bunch  of  fools 
here  in  Washington  with  our  real  estate.  We  are  hoping  to  try  and 
change  that.  Hopefully,  we  can  have  our  General  Services  Adminis- 
tration armed  with  all  the  tools  to  effect  those  changes  that  are 
needed.  I  am  one  that  is  not  all  that  disappointed  because  I  think 
we  can  find  a  way  to  give  you  those  tools  within  the  legitimate 
things  that  we  might  be  able  to  effect  legislatively.  My  goal  is  to 
change  the  scoring  and  give  every  option  in  our  field. 

Mr.  Duncan. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Kimbrough,  I  mentioned  the  $1.2  billion  in  savings  that  has 
been  tabulated  or  computed  from  the  timeout  and  review  process. 
How  is  that  broken  down?  When  will  we  actually  see  some  of  those 
savings?  Will  we  see  some  of  that  in  this  fiscal  year  and  how  much, 
for  instance,  would  be  in  fiscal  year  1995?  Do  you  have  calculations 
like  that? 

Mr.  Kimbrough.  Of  the  $1.2  billion  in  savings,  it  is  basically  bro- 
ken into  a  couple  of  broad  categories:  $507  million  in  savings  are 
from  the  new  construction  and  modernization  projects;  and  $693 
billion  are  savings-related  lease  projects.  From  the  lease  projects, 
very  little  of  that  would  have  been  obligated  in  the  current  fiscal 
year  and  it  would  be  savings  that  would  be  reflected  in  lower  out- 
year  obligations  and  expenses. 

Of  the  $507  million,  I'd  be  happy  to  provide  you  that  breakdown 
if  you  would  permit  me  to  submit  that. 

[The  following  was  received  from  the  GSA:] 
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Question;  Of  the  $507  million  in  savings  identified  in  Time-Out 
and  Review  for  new  construction  and  modernization  projects,  list 
the  projects  and  amount  of  savings  for  each  by  fiscal  year. 

Answer:   Attached  is  a  savings  analysis  for  new  construction  and 
modernization  projects  subject  to  Time-Out  and  Review.   Also 
attached  is  a  chart  showing  the  distribution  of  these  savings  by 
fiscal  year. 
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TiMi-oin  -wn  Riviiw  n\M  kii'oki    :•) 


SAVINGS  ANALYSIS 
NEW  CONSTRUCTION  AND  MODERNIZATION  PROJECTS 


Project 
Courthouse  Annex 

City              SUte 
Montgomery  AL 

Project 
Type 

NC 

Pre  Time-Out 
and  Review 

Site  and 
Construction 
Budget 
$45,112 

Site 
Savings 

$5,015 

Scope 
Change 
Savings 

$2,072  ; 

Revised 

Construction 

Budget 

Savings 

$1,396 

LitUeRock  AR 

NC 

• 

$13,304 

i 

Border  Patrol 

Nogales  AZ 

NC 

$3,000 

Courthouse                     i 

Phoenix  AZ 

NC 

» 

$120,000 

U.S.  Magistrate  Off        1 

Sierra  VisUAZ 

NC 

$1,000 

Courthouse 

Tucson  AZ 

NC 

$107,206 

$20,400 

Border  Station 

Calexico  CA 

NC 

$43,875 

USGS  Lab 

Menlo  Park  CA 

NC 

$33,047 

Courthouse 

Sacramento  CA 

NC 

• 

$143,000 

Appeals  Cl  Annex 

San  Francisco  CA 

NC 

$4,400 

Federal  Building 

San  Francisco  CA 

NC 

$113,525 

SanU  Ana  CA 

NC 

$148,176 

$22,158 

NOAA  Lab 

Boulder  CO 

NC 

$46,014 

USGS  Lab 

Lakewood  CO 

NC 

$23,839 

USSS  HQ 

Washington  DC 

NC 

» 

$154,969 

$15,304 

SEFC  Infrastructure 

Washington  DC 

NC 

$88,000 

USSS  Vehicle  FacU 

Washington  DC 

NC 

$11,801 

$986 

White  House  RDS 

Washington  DC 

NC 
NC 

$13,730 
$95,221  ' 

$3,932 

COE,  SEFC 

Washington  DC 

$16,556 

GSA  HQ,  SEFC 

Washington  DC 

NC 

$148,500 

GSA  Operations 
FBI  Field  OfTice 
Courthouse 

Washington  DC 

NC 

$27,065 

Washington  DC 

NC 

$84,590 

$3,800 

$619 

Fort  Myers  FL 

NC 

$28,577 

Federal  Building 

Hollywood  FL 

NC 

$1,000 

$1,000 

Jacksonville  FL 

NC 

• 

$68,058 

Federal  Building 

Lakeland  FL 

NC 

$6,000 

$1,100 

$4,400 

Courthouse  Annex 

Orlando  FL 

NC 

$48,699 



Courthouse  Annex 

Tallahassee  FL 

NC 

$34,769 

$7,803 

Tampa  FL 

NC 

• 

$60,703 

$3,290 

$2,704 

Courthouse 

Albany  GA 

NC 

$10,308 

CDC  Roybal  Lab 

Atlanta  GA 

NC 

$47,000 

CDC  Mercer  OfTice 
CDC  Mercer  Lab 

AtlanU  GA 

NC 

TBD 

Atianta  GA 

NC 

TBD 

IRS  Annex 

Chamblee  GA 

NC 

$100,369 

Courthoase  Annex 

Savannah  GA 

NC 

$37,421 

$4,623 

Parking  Facility 

Burlington  lA 

NC 

$2,400 

$2,400 

SSA  District  Office 

Chicago  IL 

NC 

* 

$4,000 

Courthouse 

Hammond  IN 

NC 

$54,980 

S7.294 

NOTES: 
•These  values  represent  original  project  costs  as  shown  on  releases  1  and  2    They  represent  values  other 
than  solely  the  estimated  site  and  construction  amounts  as  presented  in  release  3    For  further  information 
on  the  values  mcluded  m  this  report,  contact  the  Office  of  Plannmg,  PBS,  GSA 

ALL  DOLLARS  IN  (000s) 


Listed  h\  T\pe.  Stale.  Cit\ 
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TIME-OUT  AST)  REUEW  FI\M  REPORT       25 


Value 
Engineering 
(Design 
Phase) 
Savings 
$4,304 

Value 

Engineering 

(Construction 

Phase) 

Savings 

$968 

Total 
Time-Out 
and  Review 

Savings 
(by  project) 
$13,755 

Post  Time-Out 
and  Review 

Site  and 

Construction 

Budget 

$31,357 

$0 

♦                      $13,304 

TBD 

$3,000 

TBD 

•                     $120,000 

TBD 

$1,000 

$3,867 

$1,837 

$26,104 

$81,102 

$900 

$900 

$42,975 

$783 

$783 

$32,264 

$3,391 

$3,391 

•    ;                  $139,609 

TBD 

$4,400 

TBD 

$113,525 

$2,986 

$25,144 

_ $123,032 

$44,924 

2_H'_J $23,274 

•    ,               "$n  1.695 

$1,090 

$1,090 
$565 

$565 

$6,506 

$1,464 

$23,274 

$0 

$88,000 

$244 

$1,230 

$10,571 

$220 

$4,152 

$9,578 

$7,068 

$1,590 

$25,214 

1                    $70,007 

TBD 

$148,500 

TBD 

$27,065 

$1,260 

$5,679 

$78,911 

$654 

$654 

$27,923 

$1,000 
$8,527 
$5,500 

$0 

$59,531 

$500 

'$48!699 

$6,961 

$1,566 

TBD 

$1,100 

$522 

$9,425 

$25,344 

$1,517  ' 

$7,511 

•    '                  $53,192 

' 

TBD 

$10,308 

1 

TBD 

$47,000 

TBD 

TBD 

TBD 

TBD 

TBD 

$100,369 

$1,402 

$666 

$6,691 

$30,730 

^  $0 

•                          $4,000 

$2,400 

$0 

$929 

$8,223 

$46,757 

1 
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TIME-OUT  AND  REVIEW  FINAL  REPORT     26 


SAVINGS  ANALYSIS 

NEW  CONSTRUCTION  AND  MODERNIZATION  PROJECTS 


Project 

Courthouse 

City              Suu 
WichiUKS 

Project 
Type 

NC 

Pre  Time-Out 
and  Review           Site 

Site  and           Savings 
Construction 
Budget 
$8,520 

Scope 
Change 
Savings 

Revised 

Construction 

Budget 

Savings 

Courthouse 

Boston  IMA 

NC 

• '         $222,820 

! 

Census  Computer 

Bowie  MD 

NC 

$27,915                     1 

FDA  Lab 

Suburban  MD 

NC 

$875,000 

IRS  NaUonal  HQ 

New  Carroll  ton  iMD 

NC 

$206,502         $4,100 

$18,900 

Gignoux  CT 

PorUand  ME 

NC 

$10,575 

Courthouse 

Minneapolis  MN 

NC 

$87,772 

Courthouse 

Cape  Girardeau  MO 

NC 

$3,822 

Courthouse 

Kansas  City, MO 

NC 

•            $99,090 

Courthouse 

St.  Louis  MO 

NC 

•          $210,781 

$11,808 

New  Piegan  BS 

Babb  MT 

NC 

$3,051 

EPA  Research  Park 

RTP  NC 

NC 

•              $8,800 

Courthouse 

Fargo  IND 

NC 

$19,664 

$3,371 

Border  Station 

Pembina  ND 

NC 

*            $11,598 

$1,400 

FB-CT 

Omaha  NE 

NC 

$9,362 

Cleveland  FB-CT 

Concord  NH 

NC 

$36,576 

Courthouse 

Albuquerque  NM 

NC 

$51,103 

$711 

Border  Station 

SanU  Teresa  NM 

NC 

$15,068 

$8,088 

Courthouse 

Reno  NV 

NC 

•            $35,000 
TBD 

Courthouse 

Brooklyn  NY 

NC 

FB-CT 

Long  Island  NY 

NC 

$206,200 

Courthouse 

Cleveland  OH 

NC 

$248,452 

Courthouse 

Youngstown  OH 

NC 

•               $4,600 

Courthouse 

Portland  OR 

NC 

•          $115,483 

Courts  Complex 

Erie  PA 

NC 

$20,053 

$1,250 

VAFB 

PhUadelphia  PA 

NC 

$54,000 

Courthouse 

Scranton  PA 

NC 

•            $27,154 

$3,147 

Courthouse 

Knoxville  TN 

NC 

$40,047 

VA  Annex 

Austin  TX 

NC 

$8,712 

Los  Tomates  BS 

BrownsvUle  TX 

NC 

$18,000 

FB-CT 

Brownsville  TX 

NC 

$32,929 

$1,889 

Courthouse 

Laredo  TX 

NC 

*            $34,275 

$7,154 

$2,257 

Border  Sution 

PharrTX 

NC 

$18,560 

USA  FSTC 

Charlottesville  VA 

NC 

$32,325 

Char.  Amalie  Annex 

St.  Thomas  VI 

NC 

$2,224 

$2,184 

Border  Station 

Highgate  Springs  VT 

NC 

$7,415 

Border  Station 

Blaine  WA 

NC 

$17,341 

Border  Station 

Oroville  WA 

NC 

$9,506 

$6 

Border  Station 

Point  Roberts  WA 

NC 

$3,617 

$4 

NOTES: 
•These  values  represent  original  project  costs  as  shown  on  releases  1  and  2.  They  represent  va 
than  solely  the  estimated  site  and  construction  amounts  as  presented  in  release  3.  For  further 
on  the  values  included  in  this  report,  contact  the  Office  of  Planning,  PBS,  GSA. 

ues  other 
mformalior 

Liiied  by  Type.  Slate.  City 


ALL  DOLLARS  IN  (OaVs) 
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TIME-OUT  A\D  REVIEW  FI\AL  REPORT 


Value 
Engineering 
(Design 
Phase) 
Savings 

$690 

Value 

Engineering 

(Construction 

Phase) 

Savings 

$155 

Total 
Time-Out 
and  Review 

Savings 
(by  project) 
$845 

Post  Time-Out 
and  Review 

Site  and 

Construction 

Budget 

$7,675 

$4,076 

K076       •                      $218,744 

$660 

$660           j                   $27,255 

$65,000 

$65,000  1         1                 $810,000 

$7,100 

j 

$30,100 

\                $176,402 

$247 

$247 

$10,328 

$4,197 

$4,197  :         1                   $83,575  | 

i                 TBDi    •    :                    $3,822  | 

$2,348  . 

$2,348  1    *    1                   $96,742 

$4,715  , 

$16,523  i    •    1                 $194,258 

$73 

$73  j                             $2,978 

TBD|    •                        $8,800 

$746 

$354  ! 

$4,471  !         1                   $15,193 

$1,400  !    •    !                   $10,198  1 

TBD}         1                    $9,362 

$867  ! 

$867                              $35,709 

$1,120 

$1,831                              $49,272 

$8,088                                $6,980 

$875 

$875  1    •    !                   $34,125 

tbdI                        tbd| 

$4,763  i 

$4,763  !         i                 $201,437  | 

1 

TBD 

$248,452 

TBD 

•    1                     $4,600 

$10,909 

$10,909 

• 

$104,574 

$1,151 

$381 

$2,782 

$17,271 

$1,276  I 

$1,276                              $52,724 

$2,122 

$478 

$5,747  '     •    '•                    $21,407 

$0                              $40,047  1 

$766 

$172  1 

$938  1                             $7,774  | 

TBDi                            $18,000  1 

$1,537 

$346  j 

$3,772           '                   $29,157 

$2,357  1 

$530 

$12,298  1    *    i                   $21,977 

'                    $0  !         !                   $18,560  1 

$2,874 

$647  ■ 

$3,521  1                            $28,804  | 

$2,184  1                                  $40 

TBDI    •    !                    $7,415 

$335 

$335 

1                           $17,006 

$211  ; 

$217 

i                             $9,289 

$78  , 

$82                               $3,535  1 

1 

1 

: 

59 


TIME-OUT  AND  REMEW  FINAL  REPORT     2S 


SAVINGS  ANALYSIS 
NEW  CONSTRUCTION  AND  MODERNIZATION  PROJECTS 


Courthouse 


Courthouse  (Design) 


Federal  Building 
Courthouse 


Project 


City 


Project 
SUU      Type 


SeatUeWA 


Pre  Time-Out 
and  Review 

Site  and 

Construction 

Budget 

'         $166.344 


Site 
Savings 


Scope 

Change 

Savings 


Revised 

Construction 

Budget 

Savings 


Seattle  WA 


Beckley  WV  NC 


$30,928 


Charleston  WV 


NC 


$74,415 


IRS  Computer  CenUr 


FB-CT 


Fedtral  Building 
Federal  Building 
Border  Station 
Border  Station 


FB  Cottage  Way 

Border  Station 

Federal^Building  6 

Main  State  Dept. 

ICC/Customs  Connect 

Lafayette  BIdg. 

Main  Interior  Dept. 
Main  Justice  Dept 


FB  East 


Bldgs  1,  la,  &  2 


FB-CT 


Norris  Cotton  FB 


PO-CT,  4th  &  Market 


Martinsburg  WV  NC 


$69,785 


Little  Rock  AR 


Lukeville  AZ 


$3,050 


$1,219 


$3,109 


Border  Station 

San  Luis  AZ 

Mod. 

$3,750 

$3,496 

FB  300  N  LA  St. 

Los  Angeles  CA 

Mod. 

$104,647 

USGS  Building  #3 

Menlo  Park  CA 

Mod. 

$6,901 

Sacramento  CA 


$28,628 


Tecate  CA 


Mod. 


Washington  DC         Mod. 


Washington  DC 
Washington  DC 


Washington  DC 


Mod. 
Jklod. 
Mod." 


Washington  DC 


Mod. 


Washington  DC         Mod. 


$6,967 

$56.500 

TBD 

$8.983 
$34,120 
$117,942 
$139,869 


($6.538) 


OEOB 

Washington  DC 

Mod. 

$43,000 

IRS  Service  Center 

Chamblee  GA 

Mod. 

$20,141 

Kluczvnski  FB  (FBI) 

Chicago  IL 

Mod. 

$19,309 

IRS  Service  Center 

Andover  MA 

Mod. 

$19,219 

De  LaSalle  BIdg. 

Avondale  MD 

Mod. 

$16,580 

Fallon  FB 

Baltimore  MD 

Mod. 

$40,769 

Annex  Building 

Woodlawn  MD 

Mod. 

$24,262 

SSA  Operations  BIdg. 

Woodlawn  MD 

Mod. 

$14,892 

$19,309 


Woodlawn  MD 


Mod. 


$17,873 


Battle  Creek  MI 


Asheville  NC 


Mod. 
Mod.' 


$26.197 
$6,483 


Raleigh  NC 


Bismarck  ND 


Manchester  NH 


Mod. 
Mod. 


$26.326 
J7^5 
$9,610 


Camden  NJ 


FB  20  V\  ashington  PI. 

Newark  NJ 

IRS  Service  Center 

Brookhaven  NY 

Silvio  Mollo  FB 

New  York  NY 

Pioneer  Courthouse 

PorUand  OR 

Harrisburg  PA 


Mod. 
Mod. 
Mod. 
Mod. 

Mod, 
Mod, 


$11^99^ 

$14,000 

$19,658 

$4,699 

$5,825 
SI  5,593 


$463 


ALL  DOLLARS  IN  (000s) 


Lined  b\  Type.  Slate.  City 
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TIME-OUT  A\D  REVIEW  FISAL  REPORT 


Value 
Engineering 
(Design 
Phase) 
Savings 

Value 

Engineering 

(Construction 

Phase) 

Savings 

Total 
Time-Out 
and  Review 

Savings 
(by  project) 
TBD 

Post  Time-Out 
and  Review 

Site  and 

Construction 

Budget 

1                  $166,344 

$3,764 

TBD 

$30,928 

$1,538 

$1,538 

$72,877 

$6,306  1 

$1,419 

$7,725 

$62,060 

TBD 
TBD 

$36,000 
$8,699 

$713 

$161 

$874 

$6,758 

$1,219 

$1,831 

$74 

$74 

i                     $3,035 

' 

$3,496 

$254 

$9,780 

$2,200 

$11,980 

$92,667 

$645 

$145 

$790 

$6,111 
$25,351 

$2,675 

$602 

$3,277 

$165 

$165 

$6,802 

$1,056 

$8,583 

$47,917 

TBD 

TBD 

$839 

$189 

$1,028 

$7,955 

$3,188 

$718 

$3,906 

$30,214 

$11,401 

$2,850 

$7,713 

$110,229 

TBD 

$139,869 

$4,095 

$922 

$5,017 

$37,983 

TBD 

$20,141 

$19,309 

$0 

$1,796 

$404 

$2,200 

$17,019 

TBD 

$16,580 

$1,385 

$312 

$1,697 

$39,072 

$2,268 

$510 

$2,778 

j                   $21,484 

$348 

$348 

1                   $14,544 

$1,670  1 

$376 

$2,046 

1                   $15,827 

j                    $612 

$612 

1                   $25,585 

$606 

$136 

$742 

$5,741 

$2,460 

$554 

$3,014 

$23,312 

$673 

$152 

$825 

$6,380 

$898 

$202 

$1,100 

$8,510 
$9,689 

$1,019 

$228 

$1,710 

$327 

$327 

$13,673 

$1,838 

$413 

$2,251 

$17,407 

$402 

$90 

$492 

$4,207 

$0 

$5,825 

$370 

$370 

$15,223 
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;;\(i-(>i;7  wo ki\ in\  iiwl  rh'ort    w 


SAVINGS  ANALYSIS 
NEW  CONSTRUCTION  AND  MODERNIZATION  PROJECTS 


Project 


Byrne-Green  CT  Cmplx 


City 


PhUadelphia  PA  Mod. 


Pre  Time-Out 

Project 

and  Review 

Site 

Scope 

Revised 

Late      Type 

Site  and 

Savings 

Change 

Construction 

Construction 

Savings 

Budget 

Budget 

Savings 

$31,500 


SSA  MAPSC 


PhUadelphia  PA 


$11,667 


Old  Saji  Juan  FB-CT 
Strom  Thurmond  FB 


525  Griffin  St  FB 


San  Juan  I  PR 


$32,155 


Columbia  SC 


$14,581 


Border  Station 


Del  Rio  TX 


$13,042 


$1,707 


YsleU  BS 


El  Paso  TX 


$7,500 


$1.363 


BOTA  Border  Sution 


El  Paso  I  TX 


$5,291 


$86 


FB-CT,  Texas  St 


Lubbock  TX 


FB-PO-CT 


Richland  WA 


$12,531 
$28,489 


$4,359 


Totals  -  New  Construction 

Totals  -Modernization 

Total  New  Construction  and  Modernization 


$5,195,042      $14,015    $59,100 

$1,056,290  $0    $35,147 

••••        $6^51,332      $14,015     $94,247 


NOTES: 

•*  Includes  Design  Savings  for  the  Seattle  Courthouse 

••Total  program  value  revised  from  $7  6  billion  lo$6.3  billion;  $13  billion  m  projects  were  dropped  at 
various  points  during  the  review  due  to  a  determination  that  they  did  not  meet  the  criteria  of  the 
review  or  or  were  dropped  from  the  fiscal  year  1 995  program. 


ALL  DOLLARS  IN  ((KK)s) 


Lisied  h\  T\pe  Siurc  Cir\ 
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T'MF-OUT^XDRrviFWn^..,,  RfpoR7 


Value 

Engineering 

(Design 

Phase) 

Savings 

$2,942 


Value 

Engineering 

(Construction 

Phase) 

Savings 

$662 


$1,091 


$8,783 


$2,255 


$245 


Total 
Time-Out 
and  Review 

Savings 
(by  project) 

^$3^04 

$1,336 


Post  Time-Out 
and  Review 

Site  and 

Construction 

Budget 

$27,896 


$439 


$13,816 


$1,362 

$307 

$532 

$120 

$795 

$364 

$82 

$330 

$74 

$1,406 

$29 

$507 


^,669 
J652 
$2,502 
$1,809 
$490 
$1,435 
$7,121 


$10,331 
$18.339 
Ji2,922 
$5.045 
$10,540 


$5,691 

$4,801 

$11,096 

$21,368 


$121,857  $65,922  $384,664    •••!  $4,814,142 

$67,416  $17,376  $122,377  |  $933,913 


$189^73  $83,298  $507,041     •*•!  $5,748,i 


055 
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Mr.  Duncan.  All  right. 

On  page  three  of  the  final  report  on  this  timeout  and  review 
process,  it  is  mentioned  that  savings  of  $227  million  is  achieved  in 
courthouse  construction  and  that  general  purpose  office  space 
projects  were  reduced  by  900,000  square  feet.  Do  you  have  informa- 
tion with  you  at  this  time  or  can  you  tell  us  which  court  projects 
these  dollar  savings  came  from,  which  projects  were  reduced  in 
size,  or  do  you  have  that  information? 

Mr.  KiMBROUGH.  Yes,  sir.  Of  that  amount,  $227  million  in  sav- 
ings were  from  courthouse  projects.  There  were  39  different 
projects  that  were  part  of  that  savings.  I  can  read  them  if  you  like 
or  I  can  submit  this  list. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Just  give  me  say  the  two  or  three  big  examples  and 
then  you  can  submit  the  entire  list.  I  don't  know  that  we  need  to 
go  over  it.  I  just  would  like  say  the  top  three. 

Mr.  KiMBROUGH.  The  list  that  I  have  is  in  alphabetical  order  by 
State,  so  it's  not  by  amount.  But  I  could  provide  that  if  you  like. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Fine.  I  think  that  would  be  interesting  to  see  ex- 
actly where  the  savings  were. 

Mr.  KiMBROUGH.  We  will  restructure  the  list  to  provide  by  top 
contributors  in  terms  of  savings. 

[The  following  was  received  from  the  GSA:] 
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Question:   For  Time-Out  and  Review,  please  provide  the  list  of 
courthouse  projects  in  which  savings  of  $227  million  are  to  be 
achieved  and  general  purpose  office  space  projects  with  proposed 
space  reductions  of  900,000  square  feet. 

Answer :   Attached  is  a  list  of  Time-Out  and  Review  savings 
totaling  $227  million  that  are  attributable  to  courthouse 
projects.   Also  attached  is  a  list  of  general  office  facilities, 
proposed  for  lease  and  for  new  construction,  showing  an  aggregate 
reduction  of  900,000  square  feet. 
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TIME-OUT  AND  REVIEW  SQUARE  FOOT 
ANALYSIS 

(For  General  Office  Facilities  Only) 


TO&R  SAVINGS 

ipre-TOR  minus 

PROJECT 

CITY 

ST 

PROJECT 

posl-TO&R) 

TYPE 

TOTAL 

COE 

Los  Angeles 
Los  Angeles 

CA 

CA  : 

Lease-M       1 
Lease-i~  1 

10,220 
106.977 

Mulliple  Agencies 

epX 

IRS 
l620L"Street 

San  Francisco 

San  Francisco 

Washington 

Washington 

Washington 

CA 

Lease-M  '  " 

34,633 

CA  "' 

Lease-M 

95,960 
12.899 
15.000 
17.098 

DC  " 
DC 

"be 

Lease-M 
Leased"     "^ 
Lease-M      '.' 

EEOC 

Fed  Eleclion  Comm 

Ftc 

Washington 

TC     ■ 

Lease-M 

39.000" 

Todd  Building 

Washington 

DC 

Lease-M 

20.031 

LISSS  HQ 

Washington 

DC 

NC 

40,723 

FcderaJ  Building 

Hollywood 

FL 

NC 

884 

Federal  Building 

Lakeland 

FL 

NC 

10.419 

Rich's  Sue 

Atlanta 

CA 

LetKe-M      ! 

76.000 

Dept  ofLaboi 

Chicago 

IL 

Lease-M       ! 

35.250 

Capiial  Office  Park 

Suburban 

MD^ 

Lease-M"      * 

8,860 

COE 

Vicksburg 

MS     ' 

Lease-M       !    ' 

9,350 

U  S  Attorney's  Off 

Philadelphia 

PA 

Lease-M 

19.000 

EOP  • 

Arlington 

VA 

Lease-M 

126,700 

Rosslyn  Plaza  East 

Arlington 

VA 

Lease-M       ' 

42.202 

Twin  Towers 

Arlington 

VA 

Lease-M 

25,231 

Paiit  Center  One 

Northern 

VA 

Lease-M 

2.163 

EPA 

Seattle 

WA 

Lease-M 

(6,900) 

DEA 

Washington 

DC 

Lease-1 

TBD 

DOJ  Critn.  Jusl.  Div 

Washington 

DC 

Lea.se-M 

TBD 

FCC 

Washington 

DC 

Lease-M 

TBD 

GSA  HQ.  SEFC 

Washington 

DC 

NC 

TBD 

CDC  Mercer  U  Office 

Atlanta 

OA 

NC 

TBD 

IRS  Annex 

Chamblee 

GA 

NC 

TBD 

FA  a"  " 

Chicago 
Boston 

IL 
MA 

Lease-M 
Lease-M 

TBD 
TBD 

Multiple  Agencies 

TOTALS 

741,694 

PROJECTED  TOTALS" 

900.142 

•  Also  includes  requirements  or 

ginally  in  Nonhop-Page 

^ase  Prospectus 

**T7ie  projected  numbers  are  fo 

r  projects  labeled   TED " 

and  assum 

that  proposed  inc 

leases  in  space 

will  not  lake  effect     Therefo 

re,  the  net  square  footage 

reduction 

s  the  proposed  mir 

us  the  current  values 
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TIME-OUT  AND  REVIEW 

Courts  Project  Savings 
All  Dollars  in  (OOO's)     project 
Project City State     Type       Savings 


Courthouse 

Tucson  AZ 

NC 

$26,104 

Courthouse 

Santa  Ana  CA 

NC 

$25,144 

Counhouse 

St.  Louis  MO 

NC 

$16,523 

Old  San  Juan  FB-CT 

San  Juan  PR 

R&A 

$13,816 

Courthouse  Annex 

Montgomery  AL 

NC 

$13,755 

Courthouse 

Laredo  TX 

NC 

$12,298 

Courthouse 

Portland  OR 

NC 

$10,909 

Courthouse  Annex 

Tallahassee  FL 

NC 

$9,425 

Courthouse 

Jacksonville  FL 

NC 

$8,527 

Courthouse 

Hammond  IN 

NC 

$8,223 

Courthouse 

Tampa  FL 

NC 

$7,511 

FB-PO-CT 

Richland  WA 

R&A 

$7,121 

Courthouse  Annex 

Savannah  GA 

NC 

$6,691 

Courthouse 

Scranton  PA 

NC 

$5,747 

FB-CT 

Long  Island  NY 

NC 

$4,763 

Courthouse 

Fargo  ND 

NC 

$4,471 

Courthouse 

Minneapolis  MN 

NC 

$4,197 

Courthouse 

Boston  MA 

NC 

$4,076 

FB-CT 

Brownsville  TX 

NC 

$3,772 

Courthouse  Design 

Seattle  WA 

DES 

$3,764 

Byrne-Green  CTCmplx 

Philadelphia  PA 

R&A 

$3,604 

Courthouse 

Sacramento  CA 

NC 

$3,391 

FB-PO-CT 

Raleigh  NC 

R&A 

$3,014 

Courts  Complex 

Erie  PA 

NC 

$2,782 

Courthouse 

Kansas  City  MO 

NC 

$2,348 

Char.  Amalie  Annex 

St.  Thomas  VI 

NC 

$2,184 

Courthouse 

Alhuquerque  NM 

NC 

$1,831 

PO-CT,  4th  &  Market 

Camden  NJ 

R&A 

$1,710 

Courthouse 

Charleston  WV 

NC 

$1,538 

FB-CT,  Texas  St. 

Luhhock  TX 

R&A 

$1,435 

Courthouse 

Reno  NV 

NC 

$875 

Cleveland  FB-CT 

Concord  NH 

NC 

$867 

Courthouse 

Wichita  KS 

NC 

$845 

FB/PO/CT 

Bismarck  ND 

R&A 

$825 

Courthouse 

Knoxville  TN 

NC 

$813 

FB-CT 

Asheville  NC 

R&A 

$742 

Courthouse 

Fort  Myers  FL 

NC 

$654 

FB-CT 

Hamsburg  PA 

R&A 

$370 

Gignoux  CT 

Portland  ME 

NC 

$247 

Total  Savings  -  Court  Projects 

$226,912 
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Mr.  Duncan.  Let  me  ask  you  something  else.  The  headquarters 
project  for  the  GSA  is  listed  in  the  tables  under  the  timeout  and 
review.  As  you  know  Congress,  when  it  passed  the  supplemental 
appropriations  bill  in  February  rescinded  the  $126  million  for  the 
GSA  headquarters  project.  Do  you  think  this  action  should  be  re- 
flected in  your  table?  What  do  you  feel  is  the  status  of  that  project 
at  this  time? 

Mr.  KiMBROUGH.  Let  me  say  that  with  Vice  President  Gore's  Na- 
tional Performance  Review,  we  too  at  GSA  undertook  our  own 
study  to  try  to  reexamine  where  we  would  be  going  in  terms  of 
streamlining.  I  think  it  became  obvious  to  us  that  we  would  be  af- 
fected by  our  own  efforts  of  reducing  the  work  force  to  meet  the  re- 
quirements. 

The  plan  and  program  that  had  been  established  for  the  GSA  fa- 
cility and  the  Southeast  Federal  Center  were  obviously  predicated 
on  a  model  that  didn't  reflect  any  streamlining  because  that  is  this 
current  Administration's  undertaking,  so  we  have  elected  to  not 
cancel  our  project,  but  simply  to  place  it  on  hold  until  we  can  un- 
derstand the  net  effect  of  our  own  streamlining  and  the  effect  of 
the  buyouts.  As  a  consequence,  it  is  unlikely  that  we  will  have  any 
requirements  for  funding  in  fiscal  year  1995,  so  we  have  the  next 
fiscal  cycle  to  complete  an  examination  of  our  own  requirements  as 
to  size  or  design.  We  propose  to  come  back  at  a  later  date  for  any 
reprogramming  or  additional  funds  needed  for  that  facility. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Another  area,  are  you  using  the  design-build  meth- 
odology on  some  of  your  larger  projects  now?  Is  there  less  use  of 
that  method  than  in  the  past? 

Mr.  KiMBROUGH.  We  are  using  that,  I'm  happy  to  report,  and 
that  was  one  of  the  recommendations  that  came  out  of  our  internal 
examination  of  how  we  were  approaching  new  projects  in  an  effort 
to  reduce  cost  and  effect  additional  savings.  The  New  Carrollton 
IRS  Project  and  the  Southeast  Federal  Center  Corps  of  Engineers 
project  come  to  mind.  I  know  that  there  is  a  list  of  others  and  I'd 
be  happy  to  provide  that. 

[The  following  was  received  from  the  GSA:] 
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Question:   Please  provide  a  list  of  design  build  projects  now  in 
progress  and  any  planned  design  build  projects. 

Answer:   See  the  attached  list  of  projects. 
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GSA  Design-Build  Projects 


Project/Buildinp  Name 

Foley  Square  FB-Ct 
Foley  Square  FB 
New  Courthouse 


City.  Stale 

New  York,  NY 
New  York,  NY 
While  Plains,  NY 


Elevators,  Javits  Federal  BIdg.        New  York.  NY 

Health  Care  Finance  Admin.  Woodlawn,  MD 

Elevators,  Byrne-Greene  FB-CT   Philadelphia,  PA 


Approx.  Cost 

(Millions) 

241 

276 

33 
12 

97 
4 


Contract  Awd. 
Fiscal  Yeai 

1991 
1991 
1992 
1992 

1992 
1994 


Federal  Building-Courthouse 
Center  for  Disease  Control 


Miami,  FL 
Atlanta,  GA 


1991 
1993 


W.  Jackson  Street 
Federal  Building-Courthouse 
Roof,  Federal  Building 
Elevators,  Celebrezze  FB 
Roof,  Federal  Records  Center 


Chicago,  IL 
Minneapolis,  MN 
Jeffersonville,  IN 
Cleveland,  OH 
Chicago,  IL 


Elevators,  Peck  Federal  Building    Cincinnati,  OH 


Elevators,  Federal  Building 
Building  Number  6 

Federal  Building-Courthouse 
Elevators,  Earle  Cabell  n3-CT 

IRS  Consolidation 
Stokers,  WHP  (Phase  II) 
Fuel  Conversion,  CHP  (Phase  1) 
Elevators,  Francis  Perkins* 
Elevators,  Justice  Building* 
Replace  Lighting,  Commerce 
Elevators,  Internal  Revenue* 
Elevators,  US.  Courthouse* 
Elevators,  Agriculture  South* 
Elevators,  HUD  Building* 
Elevators,  Federal  Building  8* 
Elevators,  Federal  Building  9* 
Elevators,  Nat'l  Court  Building* 
Elevators,  Veterans  Affairs' 
Elevators,  GSA-ROB* 
Elevators,  Federal  Building  lOA* 


Kansas  City,  MO 
Kansas  City,  MO 

Shreveport,  LA 
Dallas,  TX 

Suburban  Maryland 
Washington,  DC 
Washington.  DC 
Washington,  DC 
Washington,  DC 
Washington,  DC 
Washington,  DC 
Washington,  DC 
Washington,  DC 
Washington,  DC 
Washington,  DC 
Washington,  DC 
Washington,  DC 
Washington,  DC 
Washington,  DC 
Washington,  DC 


168 
14 
13 
7 
7 
6 
6 
5 
5 
5 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 


1990 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1994 
1992 

1992 
1991 

1992 
1994 

1993 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1994 
1994 
1993 
1991 
1992 
1994 
1994 
1994 
1994 
1991 
1991 


*  Sealed  bid/  performance  design-build 
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Mr.  Duncan.  All  right.  You  may  have  noticed  in  my  statement 
my  big  concern  here  today  is  the  amount  of  money  being  spent  on 
the  site  acquisition  costs  on  some  of  these  projects.  Most  of  these 
projects  happen  to  involve  courthouses  today.  I'm  not  trying  to  aim 
at  courthouses,  but  I'm  thinking  in  regard  to  any  Federal  building 
projects,  there  is  a  tremendous  desire  on  the  part  of  every  city  to 
get  the  new  Federal  buildings  of  whatever  type.  You  heard  the 
Chairman  just  throw  that  out  to  one  of  the  members  who  testified 
earlier  and  he  hadn't  even  thought  about  it  before,  but  he  imme- 
diately said,  well,  yes,  they  could  get  land  donated. 

It  seems  to  me,  based  on  what  we  have  been  told  from  what  has 
gone  on  in  some  of  these  cities  around  the  country  where  we  are 
talking  about  putting  some  of  these  buildings,  that  no  effort  has 
been  made  to  seek  donated  sites.  There  are  a  few  places,  a  small 
minority  of  places,  where  land  has  been  donated  but  there  seems 
to  have  been  in  most  of  these  cities  no  effort  to  seek  donated  land. 
In  the  rare  case  where  land  cannot  be  found  that  would  be  do- 
nated, it  also  seems  that  there  has  been  no  effort  to  encourage 
costsharing  from  the  local  governments. 

Do  you  think  that  the  GSA  could  lead  in  this  regard  because  as 
I  said  earlier,  I  think  if  any  of  these  cities  were  told  that  they  had 
to  have  this  land  donated  or  a  city  had  to  participate  let's  say  on 
a  50-50  basis  in  regard  to  the  land  purchase,  that  substantial  sav- 
ings could  be  achieved.  I  don't  think  there  is  a  single  city  that 
would  pass  up  one  of  these  Federal  buildings  or  Federal  courthouse 
projects  if  they  were  told  that  the  land  had  to  be  donated.  What 
is  your  feeling  on  that? 

Mr.  KiMBROUGH.  First  of  all,  I'd  like  to  say  that  there  are  at  least 
some  examples  I  know  of  in  the  current  portfolio  where  we've  re- 
ceived donated  sites.  Santa  Ana  and  Sacramento  are  both  donated 
sites  and  I  understand  that  the  Phoenix  and  Las  Vegas  projects  are 
both  pending  donations. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Right.  I  said  there  are  a  small  minority  of  projects 
in  there,  but  as  you  go  through,  by  far,  the  great  majority  of  these 
and  others  in  the  past  have  been  sites  that  have  had  to  be  pur- 
chased, most  of  the  time  at  very  great  expense. 

Mr.  KiMBROUGH.  I  think  you  are  probably  correct  in  that  the  ma- 
jority are  purchase  sites  as  opposed  to  donated  sites,  so  I'll  yield 
on  that.  Let  me  say  that  there  probably  are  a  couple  of  other  fac- 
tors that  weigh  into  site  selection  for  us,  not  the  least  of  which  is 
the  client  generally  gives  specifications  that  allow  us,  direct  us  or 
influence  us  in  terms  of  where  we  might  focus  our  attention  on  site 
acquisition. 

We  have  found  at  different  points  that  sites  that  were  "donated" 
or  "free"  were  contaminated  and  then  the  cost  of  the  clean-up  re- 
medial actions  exceeded  the  price  of  new  sites,  so  that  is  a  factor. 
Sites  may  be  in  unacceptable  locations  for  agencies'  missions,  even 
if  they  are  free.  For  instance,  if  a  proposed  site  is  not  adjacent  to 
an  existing  courthouse,  if  in  fact  we  are  looking  at  a  court  expan- 
sion, it  may  pose  problems  for  the  agencies.  So  the  adjacency  fac- 
tors are  a  concern.  Also,  the  municipalities  are  in  a  wide  range  of 
fiscal  health  and  some,  while  able  to  acquire  a  site  for  us  and  may 
in  fact  donate  it  at  its  expense,  others  may  not  have  the  resources 
to  do  that. 


72 

We  find  that  the  sites  we  need  to  acquire  may  or  may  not  be  in 
city  ownership  already  and  if  they  are  in  private  ownership,  it 
would  require  the  city  to  acquire  them  and  they  may  or  may  not 
have  the  ability  to  do  that.  Also,  if  the  sites  are  free,  we  may  find 
out  ultimately,  there  is  a  cost  buried  within  them  that  makes  them 
really  not  "free,"  so  I  think  we  should  take  this  under  your  direc- 
tion that  we  seek  to  do  this. 

Mr.  Duncan.  Let  me  just  say  this.  I  have  to  leave  to  go  present 
a  bill  at  another  subcommittee  and  I  understand  Ms.  Norton  has 
to  leave  very  quickly,  so  I've  got  to  cut  this  off  right  away.  I  apolo- 
gize, but  we  ran  into  this  before  with  the  Secret  Service  Head- 
quarters. We  found  that  they  were  wanting  to  buy  a  piece  of  prop- 
erty that  was  going  to  cost  $70,723,000  for  a  little  over  an  acre  of 
land.  Just  by  simply  expanding  the  parameters  of  their  search  by 
just  a  very  few  blocks,  we  found  nine  other  pieces  of  property  be- 
tween and  $10  and  $30  million  and  the  end  result  of  that  was  we 
saved  over  $50  million  on  the  land  alone. 

Just  yesterday,  we  had  a  discussion  with  one  of  the  highest-rank- 
ing officials  in  one  of  the  cities  mentioned  here  today.  He  said  that 
no  effort  was  made,  that  there  has  been  no  contact  with  GSA  for 
2  or  3  years  now  and  that  there  is  land  very  close  to  that  being 
purchased  at  great  expense  that  could  have  been  obtained  at  a 
much  reduced  cost.  I  have  a  feeling  that  is  happening  a  lot  of 
places.  What  I'm  saying  is,  I  don't  want  to  stop  these  projects  and 
we're  not  going  to  stop  them,  but  I  think  we  are  going  to  ask  that 
all  of  these  projects  be  reviewed  with  the  goal  of  sometimes  if  just 
go  two  or  three  blocks,  I  know  that  certain  people — some  of  the 
judges,  for  instance — want  to  have  a  building  in  maybe  the  most 
choice  location  in  the  whole  city,  but  if  they  move  maybe  one  or  two 
blocks,  we  can  save  millions  of  dollars.  I  think  we're  going  to  have 
to  start  looking  at  that  much  more  closely  than  we  have  in  the  past 
and  we're  going  to  have  to  make  real  efforts  to  get  donated  or  re- 
duced cost  land  for  some  of  these  things.  There  is  a  real  oppor- 
tunity there  if  we  take  advantage  of  it. 

I  apologize  for  taking  so  long  and  I  yield. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Thank  you  for  suspending,  Mr.  Duncan. 

Before  I  go  to  Ms.  Norton,  we  will  not  be,  in  the  future,  authoriz- 
ing any  projects  until  we  do  work  out  that  we  are  able  to  maximize 
donated  sites  and  we  will  be  dealing  with  that. 

The  most  dynamic  and  condemning  woman  in  the  house,  Ms. 
Norton.  I'm  trying  to  accommodate  you,  Ms.  Norton.  Thanks  for 
being  here.  [Laughter.] 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I've  got  to 
go  all  the  way  over  to  the  Senate,  so  I  wanted  to  just  say  a  few 
words. 

First,  Mr.  Kimbrough,  while  the  Ranking  Member  is  here  I  want 
to  just  say  that  on  donated  land,  in  the  abstract,  I  can  certainly 
agree,  but  coming  from  a  city,  as  I  do  and  not  from  a  town  where 
there  are  expansive  lands,  I  can  tell  you  that,  for  example,  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  there  would  be  no  land  to  donate,  there  is  so 
little  land  left  in  the  middle  of  the  city.  I  can  tell  you  that  in  many 
large  cities,  the  only  land  that  is  not  developed  is  so  far  out  that 
it  would  be  very  difficult  for  a  city  to  compete.  I'm  now  talking 
about  the  large,  developed  cities.  I  accept  Mr.  Duncan's  notion  that 
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there  may  indeed  be  opportunities  and  I'd  want  us  to  find  opportu- 
nities, but  I  would  not  want  to  prejudice  the  developed  cities  where 
there  is  very  little  land,  which  is  why  their  land  acquisition  costs 
so  much  because  it  was  all  developed  decades  ago.  So  where  appro- 
priate, I'd  be  for  it  bearing  that  caveat  in  mind. 

Mr.  Kimbrough,  I  accept  your  notion  about  savings  with  many 
grains  of  salt  since  rescission  is  not  requested  and  value  engineer- 
ing leaves  many  unknowns  when  you  finally  get  down  to  particu- 
lars and  we  were  talking  about  savings  that  we  believe  will  be 
made  sometime  in  the  future.  If  I  were  the  Administration,  I'd  be 
careful  about  trumpeting  savings  which  in  fact  may  not  turn  out 
to  be  the  case  at  all. 

I  want  to  say  for  the  record  that  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  the 
Chief  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Appeals  and  the  Chief  Judge  of  the  Dis- 
trict Court  came  to  see  me  recently  about  their  courthouse  and  I 
told  them  I  wanted  them  to  understand  right  away  that  they  may 
have  come  to  the  wrong  lady  altogether,  but  my  reputation  had 
preceded  me  and  they  understand  that  they  were  to  work  with 
GSA,  had  done  a  great  deal  of  planning  and  were  planning  to  ren- 
ovate the  existing  courthouse  and  to  use  the  existing  land.  I  told 
them  that  they  had  made  a  good  start,  but  there  would  be  no  spe- 
cial pleading  and  I  would  hold  them  to  the  process  that  you  have 
now  developed. 

Let  me  say  also  that  the  GSA,  under  the  leadership  of  Mr.  John- 
son, has  already  done  something  heroic  by  settling  a  10-year  battle 
on  the  Federal  Triangle  Building  and  I  think  we  will  all  come  to 
see  that  battle  one  having  been  worth  fighting.  It's  going  to  be  a 
change  where  a  building,  not  a  GSA  building,  is  much  larger  in  its 
implications  than  its  site  or  its  construction.  I  want  to  commend 
the  Administrator  for  the  work  he  did  in  that  regard  and  to  simply 
note  that  there  was  some  notion  floating  around  that  it  would  be 
called  the  Federal  Triangle  Complex.  In  Federal  parlance,  we  never 
use  the  word  "complex,"  so  we're  going  to  approve  a  less  grandiose 
title. 

The  Federal  Triangle  will  have  its  own  ZIP  code— the  Ariel  Rios 
Building,  where  the  ICC  and  Customs  are,  should  not  be  joined  in 
any  way  with  this  new  monumental  building  which  is  so  large  it 
will  have  a  zip  code  of  its  own. 

I  would  like  to  get  on  the  record  the  square  footage  EPA  needs 
since  they  are  siphoning  off  a  few  hundred  thousand  square  feet. 
As  I  understand  it,  the  square  footage  for  all  the  agencies  which 
will  be  leaving  the  ICC-Customs  connecting  wing  complex  and  the 
Ariel  Building  to  accommodate  EPA's  move  in  is  1. 1078  or  close  to 
1.2  million  square  feet.  How  many  square  feet  does  EPA  need  in 
total? 

Mr.  Kimbrough.  Ms.  Norton,  with  your  permission,  can  I  submit 
that  for  the  record? 

[The  following  was  received  from  the  GSA:] 

Question.  How  many  square  feet  does  EPA  need  in  total? 

Answer.  The  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  requires  approximately  1.3 
million  occupiable  square  feet.  GSA  plans  to  house  the  agency  in  the  Ariel  Rios 
Building  (487,000  o.s.f.),  the  new  Federal  Triangle  Building  (200,000  o.s.f.),  and  the 
ICC/Customs/Connecting  Wing  complex  (618,000  o.s.f). 

Question.  I  would  like  to  know  *  *  *  the  estimated  cost  of  the  renovation  of  the 
entire  project. 
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Answer.  The  renovation  of  the  Ariel  Rios  building  and  the  Customs/ICC/Connect- 
ing  Wing  complex  was  planned  prior  to  the  decision  to  house  the  EPA  in  these  facili- 
ties. As  such,  the  renovation  costs  are  not  directly  attributable  to  the  occupancy  of 
the  EPA,  but  rather  to  the  necessity  to  satisfactorily  maintain  existing  government 
assets.  There  may  be  marginal  costs  associated  with  the  tenancy  of  the  EPA  instead 
of  another  agency.  However,  detailed  requirements  for  the  EPA  will  not  be  available 
until  the  design  project  is  completed. 

Phase  I  of  the  Ariel  Rios  Building  renovation  is  85%  complete  and  total  expendi- 
tures are  expected  to  be  $32  million.  Construction  of  Phase  II  is  scheduled  to  begin 
in  fiscal  year  1997  with  an  estimated  construction  cost  of  $64.1  million. 

The  ICC/Customs/Connecting  Wing  renovation  was  approved  for  fiscal  year  1994 
design  and  the  estimated  cost  of  construction  is  $154  million.  Phased  construction 
is  scheduled  to  begin  in  fiscal  year  1995. 

Ms.  Norton.  I'd  appreciate  it.  There  is  some  confusion  here.  We 
were  glad  to  accommodate  EPA  when  it  looked  like  they  needed  the 
square  feet.  As  I  see  it,  they  need  close  to  1.2  million  square  feet 
and  these  buildings  are  close  to  1.2  million  square  feet  and  I  think 
we  need  to  be  clear  on  whether  or  not  space  that  could  very  much 
be  used  is  actually  needed  here. 

The  entire  project,  the  Ariel  Rios  Building  and  the  ICC-Customs 
connecting  wing,  all  have  been  done  in  bits  and  pieces.  I  would  like 
to  know — I  imagine  you  do  not  have  this  figure  with  you — and  have 
for  the  record  the  estimated  cost  of  the  renovation  of  this  entire 
project — the  Ariel  Rios  Building,  Phases  I  and  II;  and  the  ICC-Cus- 
toms connecting  wing  complex.  Please  include  in  the  calculation  the 
cost  of  the  swing  space  to  accommodate  DOG. 

Mr.  KiMBROUGH.  Ms.  Norton,  I'd  be  happy  to  submit  that. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Kimbrough. 

What  are  your  ultimate  plans  for  the  ICC?  That  is  to  say,  what 
is  the  renovation  schedule  for  the  ICC  portion  of  the  building  and 
what  are  your  relocation  plans  for  the  ICC? 

Mr.  Kimbrough.  Ms.  Norton,  we're  still  developing  that  informa- 
tion but  we'd  be  happy  to  supply  that  for  you. 

[The  following  was  received  from  the  GSA:] 

Question.  What  is  the  renovation  schedule  for  the  ICC  portion  of  the  building  and 
what  are  your  relocation  plans  for  the  ICC? 

Answer.  Renovation  of  the  ICC  Building  is  scheduled  for  fiscal  year  1997  and 
hinges  on  the  relocation  of  both  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  (ICC)  and  the 
Internal  Revenue  Service  (IRS).  The  IRS  will  be  relocated  to  the  new  facility  in  New 
CarroUton.  GSA  plans  to  request  leasing  authority  to  house  the  ICC. 

Ms.  Norton.  I'd  appreciate  having  that  for  the  record  within  30 
days  if  at  all  possible. 

Will  renovating  the  connecting  wing  space  of  the  Customs  build- 
ing create  new  occupiable  square  feet  and  if  so,  how  much?  Indeed, 
I'd  like  to  know  if  you  would  be  creating  more  occupiable  square 
feet  in  any  phase  of  this  very  large  renovation  project?  I'm  refer- 
ring now  to  the  Ariel  Rios  Building  and  the  Customs  complex. 

Mr.  Kimbrough.  Yes,  Ms.  Norton.  Excuse  me,  let  me  see  if  I've 
got  that  information. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Kimbrough.  Ms.  Norton,  that  renovation  is  going  to  yield  an 
insignificant  amount  of  net  new  occupiable  square  feet. 

Ms.  Norton.  I'd  appreciate  having  the  number  when  you  submit 
the  other  information. 

Mr.  Kimbrough.  I  will  submit  that  too. 

[The  following  was  received  from  the  GSA:] 
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Question.  I'd  like  to  know  if  you  would  be  creating  more  occupiable  square  feet 
in  any  phase  of  this  very  large  renovation  project? 

Answer.  Since  these  facilities  are  monumental  buildings,  classified  as  historic 
structures,  it  is  unlikely  that  any  additional  occupiable  square  feet  will  be  produced 
by  the  renovation  projects. 

Ms.  Norton.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  am  not  going  to  be  able  to  be  here  for  the  mark-up  for  H.R. 
2680  so  I  do  want  to  say  before  I  leave  to  the  Chairman  that  in 
moving  this  forward,  you  tried  to  accomplish  what  H.R.  2680  does 
in  other  ways,  but  exhausted  all  your  remedies.  You  now  have  a 
bill,  by  which  you  bring  GSA  back  to  acceptable  real  estate  prac- 
tice's, you  give  GSA  an  alternative  to  paying  the  landlord  instead 
of  paying  themselves  and  I  say  that  as  a  member  who  represents 
this  district  which  profits  when  you  pay  the  landlord,  but  at  the 
same  time,  believe  that  my  primary  obligation  as  a  Federal  official 
is  to  save  taxpayers  dollars. 

The  unintended  effect  of  the  1990  Budget  Enforcement  Act  has 
cost  us  billions  of  dollars  and  I  just  want  to  commend  you  for  not 
letting  this  issue  go  but  for  keeping  this  tiger  by  the  tail  in  the  way 
you  have  become  legendary  in  other  issues  as  well. 

Mr.  Traficant.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Norton. 

I  have  a  number  of  questions  but  I  would  just  ask  that  I  send 
them  over  to  you  for  your  response,  Mr.  Kimbrough. 

I  have  just  one  here  briefly  on  Corpus  Christi.  Can  we  expect  to 
see  a  new  11(b)  up  here?  We're  concerned  about  that  project.  We've 
done  a  little  bit  of  investigating,  each  individual  member,  and  we're 
concerned  about  Corpus  Christi. 

Mr.  Kimbrough.  I  understand  that  you're  making  a  request  of  us 
to  provide  an  11(b)  and  that  we  could  do  that  in  about  10  days,  if 
that  is  acceptable. 

Mr.  Traficant.  That  would  be  fine. 

I  have  a  number  of  questions  of  Mr.  Kimbrough  and  Mr.  John- 
son. I  think  there  is  a  prospectus  already  done  on  Corpus  Christi. 

Mr.  Kimbrough.  Could  I  ask  Mr.  Rob  Grafs  help  on  this? 

Mr.  Traficant.  Why  don't  we  do  this.  We  just  want  to  know  the 
status  of  the  Corpus  Christi  project  and  we'd  like  for  you,  if  you 
could,  to  stay  later  with  our  staff  and  get  into  that  particular 
project.  It  is  a  concern  to  us  for  a  num.ber  of  reasons.  Can  we  do 
that  or  maybe  have  your  staff  get  in  touch  with  our  staff  and  re- 
solve that?  You  are  working  on  that  particular  matter  and  we  are 
attempting  to  resolve  it  expeditiously  from  what  I  understand. 

Mr.  Kimbrough.  My  understanding  is  that  we  would  be  prepared 
to  do  a  new  11(b).  I  can't  speak  about  historically  what  has  hap- 
pened but  we  are  prepared  to  do  a  new  11(b)  and  get  that  to  you 
in  10  days  if  that  is  acceptable. 

Mr.  Traficant.  That  would  be  fine. 

I  would  ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  questions  I  have  not  be 
presented  here  but  sent  to  Mr.  Kimbrough,  to  Mr.  Johnson,  and  to 
GSA  for  answer  and  that  we  accept  their  response  in  writing. 

Without  objection,  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Kimbrough  and  Mr.  Johnson,  thank  you  for  being  here. 

[Whereupon,  at  9:54  a.m.,  the  subcommittee  proceeded  to  further 
business.] 

[Mr.  Johnson's  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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GOOD  MORNING  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE. 
THANK  YOU  FOR  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  YOU  TODAY  TO 
DISCUSS  THE  GENERAL  SERVICES  ADMINISTRATION'S  { GSA ' S )  FISCAL  YEAR 
1995  CAPITAL  IMPROVEMENT  PROSPECTUS  PROGRAM. 

GSA'S  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  SERVICE  RESPONSIBILITIES 

GSA'S  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  SERVICE  IS  RESPONSIBLE  FOR  PROVIDING 
THE  WORKSPACE  FOR  FEDERAL  DEPARTMENTS,  COURTS  AND  AGENCIES  TO 
CARRY  OUT  THEIR  WORK.   THIS  IS  CRUCIAL  TO  THE  GOVERNMENT'S 
OPERATIONS,  AND  WE  TAKE  THIS  RESPONSIBILITY  SERIOUSLY.   THE 
PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  SERVICE  IS  COMMITTED  TO  GIVING  QUALITY  SERVICES 
AND  THE  BEST  VALUE  TO  OUR  CLIENTS,  THEREBY  ENHANCING  THEIR 
ABILITY  TO  CARRY  OUT  THEIR  MISSIONS.   WE  PROVIDE  QUALITY 
FACILITIES;  SAFE,  HEALTHFUL  WORK  ENVIRONMENTS;  AND  SOUND 
MANAGEMENT  OF  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT'S  REAL  PROPERTY  ASSETS. 

THE  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  SERVICE  PRIMARILY  SUPPLIES  GENERAL 
PURPOSE  SPACE,  BUT  OUR  INVENTORY  ALSO  INCLUDES  SPECIAL-USE 
FACILITIES,  SUCH  AS  COURTHOUSES,  BORDER  STATIONS,  LABORATORIES 
AND  DATA  PROCESSING  CENTERS.   MORE  THAN  ONE  MILLION  FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEES  FROM  ALL  THREE  BRANCHES  OF  THE  GOVERNMENT  WORK  IN  OUR 
FACILITIES. 
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TIME-OUT  AND  REVIEW 

FROM  EARLY  SEPTEMBER  1993  THROUGH  MID-MARCH  OF  THIS  YEAR  GSA 
HAS  BEEN  ENGAGED  IN  THE  REVIEW  OF  NEW  CONSTRUCTION, 
MODERNIZATION,  AND  LEASE  PROJECTS,  NOT  YET  AWARDED  FOR 
CONSTRUCTION  OR  LEASE.   OUR  GOALS  WERE  TO  ENSURE  THAT  THESE 
PROJECTS  ARE  STILL  NEEDED  IN  THE  LIGHT  OF  CHANGING  CLIENT  AGENCY 
REQUIREMENTS,  TO  EXPLORE  POSSIBLE  NEW  ALTERNATIVES  FOR  MEETING 
THESE  CLIENT  NEEDS,  AND  TO  PROVIDE  THE  MOST  COST-EFFECTIVE 
IMPLEMENTATION  POSSIBLE  FOR  PROJECTS  RECOMMENDED  TO  PROCEED. 
MOST  OF  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECTS  IN  GSA ' S  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  CAPITAL 
IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM  HAVE  BEEN  SUBJECTED  TO  THE  SCRUTINY  OF  TIME- 
OUT AND  REVIEW,  AND,  WHERE  APPROPRIATE,  THE  REQUEST  FOR 
AUTHORIZATION  IN  INDIVIDUAL  PROSPECTUSES  HAS  BEEN  MODIFIED  TO 
REFLECT  THE  RESULTS  OF  OUR  REVIEW. 

ALTERATIONS 

GSA'S  PROSPECTUS  PROGRAM  INCLUDES  PROPOSED  PROJECTS  FOR  THE 
MAJOR  MODERNIZATION  OF  EXISTING  BUILDINGS,  WHICH  ARE 
REINVESTMENTS  TO  RENEW  AND  REPLACE  THE  BUILDINGS'  INFRASTRUCTURES 
AND  EXTEND  THEIR  USEFUL  LIFE.   THIS  IS  PARTICULARLY  IMPORTANT 
SINCE  61  PERCENT  OF  THE  PUBLIC  BUILDINGS  SERVICE'S  FEDERALLY 
OWNED  BUILDINGS  IS  OVER  30  YEARS  OLD.   FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1995,  GSA 
HAS  PROPOSED  25  ALTERATION  PROJECTS,  INCLUDING  12  BUILDING- WIDE 
MAJOR  MODERNIZATION  PROJECTS,  AND  16  NEW  DESIGN  PROJECTS.   GSA 
HAS  REQUESTED  AUTHORITY  TO  BEGIN  A  MAJOR  INITIATIVE  TO  REPLACE 
CHLOROFLOUROCARBONS  (CFC) .   THIS  PROGRAM  WILL  REQUIRE  $105 
MILLION  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  AND  $732  MILLION  FOR  THE  ENTIRE 
PROGRAM  WHICH  WILL  EXTEND  OVER  SEVERAL  YEARS.   GSA  IS  ALSO 
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REQUESTING  S51  MILLION  IN  AUTHORITY  FOR  FISCAL  YEAR  1995  TO 
CONTINUE  IMPLEMENTATION  OF  ENERGY  RETROFIT  AND  CONSERVATION 
MEASURES  IN  GOVERNMENT-OWNED  BUILDINGS.   CONGRESS  AUTHORIZED  $37 
MILLION  FOR  THIS  PROGRAM  IN  FISCAL  YEAR  1994. 

CONSTRUCTION  AND  ACQUISITION  PROGRAM 

THE  CONSTRUCTION  AND  ACQUISITION  PROSPECTUS  PROGRAM  PROVIDES 
FOR  THE  SITE  ACQUISITION  AND  DESIGN  OF  FOUR  BORDER  STATIONS, 
SEVEN  U.S.  COURT  FACILITIES,  AND  THREE  SPECIAL  PURPOSE 
FACILITIES;  AND  CONSTRUCTION  AND  MANAGEMENT  AND  INSPECTION 
FUNDING  FOR  ONE  BORDER  STATION,  FIVE  U.S.  COURT  FACILITIES  AND 
ONE  SPECIAL  PURPOSE  BUILDING.   GSA  IS  COMMITTED  TO  MEETING  THE 
NEEDS  OF  THE  U.S.  COURTS,  AS  WELL  AS  OTHER  CLIENT  AGENCIES,  BASED 
ON  A  REALISTIC  ASSESSMENT  OF  PROJECT  SCOPES  AND  COSTS.   FOR  THE 
COURTS,  THIS  HAS  LED  US  IN  MOST  INSTANCES  TO  STRUCTURE  PROPOSED 
PROJECTS  TO  MEET  THE  10-YEAR  NEED  WITH  ADEQUATE  PLANNING  TO 
ACCOMMODATE  LONGER  TERM  REQUIREMENTS. 

IN  ADDITION  TO  PROPOSED  CONSTRUCTION  PROJECTS,  GSA  HAS  JUST 
SUBMITTED  TO  THE  CONGRESS  14  PROSPECTUSES  FOR  THE  ACQUISITION  OF 
FACILITIES  THAT  WILL  REPLACE  MORE  COSTLY  LEASES.   GSA  INTENDS  TO 
UTILIZE  THE  NEW  ACQUISITION  PROSPECTUSES  AND  CURRENT  MARKET 
CONDITIONS  TO  DETERMINE  WHICH  OF  A  RANGE  OF  CANDIDATES  FOR 
ACQUISITION  WILL  EVENTUALLY  BE  SELECTED  FOR  GOVERNMENT  OWNERSHIP. 
WE  ARE  PREPARED  TO  JUSTIFY  THE  LONG-RANGE  SAVINGS  FOR  EACH 
PROPOSED  TRANSACTION,  AND  LOOK  FORWARD  TO  DISCUSSING  THIS  PROGRAM 
WITH  YOU  IN  THE  VERY  NEAR  FUTURE. 

SOME  REQUIREMENTS  WILL  REMAIN  FOR  WHICH  AN  OWNERSHIP 
SOLUTION  IS  NOT  JUSTIFIABLE.   IN  THOSE  INSTANCES  WHERE  CLIENT 
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AGENCY  REQUIREMENTS  ARE  CHANGING,  WHERE  THE  NEED  FOR  SPACE  IS 
SHORT  TERM,  OR  WHERE  OWNERSHIP  WOULD  NOT  BE  COST  EFFECTIVE,  WE 
WILL  PROPOSE  THE  LEASING  OF  SPACE.   WE  WILL  SOON  SUBMIT  TO  THE 
CONGRESS  THE  LEASE  PROSPECTUSES  TO  BE  INCLUDED  IN  OUR  FISCAL  YEAR 
199  5  PROGRAM. 

CLOSING 
WE  APPRECIATE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE'S  INTEREST  IN  OUR  PUBLIC 
BUILDINGS  PROGRAM,  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  AND  LOOK  FORWARD  TO  WORKING  WITH 
THE  CONGRESS  AS  IT  CONSIDERS  THE  PROJECTS  AND  IMPORTANT  ISSUES 
THAT  ARE  CRITICAL  TO  GSA ' S  GOAL  OF  PROVIDING  QUALITY,  COST- 
EFFECTIVE  HOUSING  SOLUTIONS  FOR  ITS  CLIENT  AGENCIES.   AGAIN, 
THANK  YOU  FOR  INVITING  US  TO  APPEAR  BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE 
TODAY.   I  WOULD  BE  HAPPY  TO  ANSWER  ANY  QUESTIONS  YOU  MAY  HAVE. 
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